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PREFACE. 

TH  E  following  Sheets,  written  by  a 
Gentleman  whofe  Modefty  would  not 
fuffer  him  to  put  his  Name  to  them, 
were  communicated  to  me  as  they  came  from 
the  Prefs.-  As  I  have  bidden  adieu  to  Contro- 
verfy,  I  was  not  difpleafed  to  find  an  impor 
tant  Truth  fo  well  defended.  In  endeavour 
ing  as  I  did,  in  the  Divine  Legation,  to  expofe 
the  vain  Babblings  of  the  Greek  Philofophy,  I 
imagined  I  had  effectually  ferved  the  Interefts 
of  Revelation,  and  vindicated  the  Cenfures  of 
the  Propagators  of  it.  The  great  Character- 
iftic  of  our  holy  Faith  is  the  Doctrine  of  Life 
and  Immortality.  Now  there  were  two  great 
Errors  (explained  in  the  Divine  Legation^  and 
defended  in  the  following  Treatife)  in  the  mc- 
taphyfical  Speculations  of  the  Greek  Philofo- 
phers,  concerning  the  nature  of  GOD,  and  of 
the  SOUL,  which  necdTariiy  kept  them  from 
giving  Credit  to  a  Doctrine,  highly  probable  in 
itfelf,  and  rendered  fo,  even  by  themfelves, 
from  many  moral  Confederations  perpetually 
preached  up  by  them  to  the  People.  But  it 
was  their  ill  Fate  to  be  determined,  in  their 
Opinions,  rather  by  metaphyjicahlizn  moral  Ar 
guments.  Hence  we  fee  theReafon  that,  when 
ever  the  holy  Apoftles  fpeak  of,  or  hint  at,  the 
A  Philo- 
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Philofophers  or  Philofophy  of  Greece,  which  is 
not  fcldorn,  they  always  do  it  in  Terms  of 
Contempt  and  Abhorrence.  On  this  Account 
I  was  neither  afhamed  nor  afraid  to  fhew  at 
large,  that  the  Reafons  they  had  for  fo  doing 
were  juft  and  weighty.  Nor  did  I  think  my- 
felf  at  all  concerned  to  manage  the  Reputation 
of  a  Set  of  Men,  who,  on  the  firfl  Appearance 
of  Chriflianity^  moft  virulently  oppofed  it  by 
all  the  Arts  of  Sophiftry  and  Injustice  :  And 
when,  by  the  Force  of  its  fuperior  Evidence, 
they  were  at  length  driven  into  it,  were  no 
iooner  in  than  they  began  to  deprave  and  cor 
rupt  it.  For,  from  their  profane  and  vain  Bab 
blings,  Tertullian  allures  us,  every  Herefy  took 
its  Birth.  Ipjiilli  SAPIENTI^E  PROFESSORES, 
de  quorum  ingenih  omnis  hcerejis  animatur*. 
And,  in  another  Place  he  gives  us  their  Ge 
nealogy.  Ipftf  denique  Harefes  a  PHILOSO- 
PHIA  fubornantur.  Inde  Mones  &  forma 
nefcio  qua,  &  trinitas  bominis  apud  Valenti- 
num:  PL  A  TONIC  us  f  tier  at.  Inde  Marci- 
onis  Deus  metior  detranquillitate,  a  STOIC  is 
<venerat\  &  uti  anima  intcrire  dlcatur,  ab 
EPICUREIS  obfiroatur  :  ET  UT  CARNIS 

RESTITUTIO     NEGETUR,     DE    UNA    OM 

NIUM  PHILOSOPHORUM  SCHOLA  SUMI- 
TUR:  Et  itbi  materia  cum  Deo  aquatur, 
ZEN  ON  is  Difciplma  eft-,  Et  ubi  aliquid  de 

a  Adv.  Marc.  1.  i.  The  Author  of  a  Fragment  concerning  the 
Philofophers  going  under  the  Name  of  Origen,  fays  the  iame 

thing*.  aXh'  sn'  ay-rot?  [Ai^mxoi?]  TO,  5o|at§ofWC*  «-^%>5v  M-t 
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igneo  Deo  allegatur^  fjERACj-ixus  interve* 
nit.  Eczdem  Mafericz  apud  Hareticos  &  Phi* 
lo/ophos  <volutantur  •>  iidem  retratiatus  impli* 
cantur.     Unde  malumy  &  quare  ?  &  unde  ho* 
mo,  &  quomodo  ?  &  quod  proxime  Valentinus 
propofuit,  unde  Deus  ?  Scilicet  &  de  E?2tby- 
meji,  Ettr  ornate  inferunt  ARISTOTELEM,  qui 
illis  Diaktficam  inftituit,   artificem  Jlruendi 
&  dejlruendi,  verfipellem  in  jententiis  coatfam, 
in  conjetfuris  duram,  in  arguments  operariam^ 
contention  moleftam^  etiam  Jibi  ipji  omnia  re- 
traftantem)  neqyid  omnino  tratfaverit.     Hinc 
ill<zfabul<2  &  genealogies  indeterminabiks,  & 
quaftwnesinfrutfuofe&SERMON'Es  SERPEN- 
TES  VELUT  CANCER,  a  quibus  nos  Apojlolus 
refranans b,  &c.    One  would  almoft  imagine, 
from  thefe  laft  Words,  that  Tertullian  had 
forefeen  that  Ariftotle  was  to  be  the  Founder 
of  the  School  Divinity. 

He  obferves,  that  the  Herefy  which  denies 
the  Refurreffion  of  the  Body  arofe  out  of  the 
whoie  School  of  Gentile  Philofophy.  But  he 
omits  another,  which  we  have  fhewn  in  the 
Divine  Legation  flood  upon  as  wide  a  Bottom, 
namely,  that  which  holds  the  human  Soul  to  be 
of  the  fame  Nature  and  Subftance  with  God; 
efpoufed,  before  his  time,  by  the  Gnoftics ;  and 
afterwards,  as  we  learn  by  the  following 
Words  of  St.  Auftin,  by  the  Manichceam  and 
Prifcilliam:  "  Prifcillianiftae,  quos  in  Hifpania 
"  Prifcillianus  inftituit,  maxime  Gnofticorum 
<c  &  Manighaorum  dogmata  permixta  fedtan*. 

^  Deprtfc.  «d<v,  H<tret,  p.  70,  71.  Ed.  Par,  1580. 
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"  tur.  Quamvis  et  ex  aliis  haerefibus  in  eas 
"  fordes  tanquam  in  fentinam  quandam  horri- 
"  bili  confufione  confluxerint.  Propter  occul- 
"  tandas  autem  contaminationes  &  turpitudines 
€l  fuas  habent  in  fuis  dogmatibus,  &  hsec  ver- 
"  ba,  Jura,  perjura,  fecretum  prodere  noli.  Hi 
"  animas  dicunt  ejufdem  nature  atque  jubjlan- 
"  tia,  cujus  ejl  Deusc" — ^Why  the  Heathen 
Philofophers  of  our  times  fhould  be  fo  much 
difpleafed  to  fee  their  ancient  Brethren  (hewn 
for  Knaves  in  Practice  and  Fools  in  Theory, 
is  not  difficult  to  conjecture:  But  why  any 
Friend  to  Revelation  mould  be  offended  at  the 
Force  and  Fidelity  of  the  Drawing,  I  confefs 
I  cannot  yet  fee.  For  a  ftronger  Proof  of 
the  Neceffity  of  the  Gofpel  of  Jefus  Chriji 
would  be  hard  to  find  than  what  I  have  there 
given,  That  the  Sages  of  Greece,  with  whom 
all  human  Wifdom  was  fuppofed  to  be  depo- 
lited,  had  philofophized  themfelves  out  of  the 
moft  evident  and  ufeful  Truth  with  which 
Mankind  hath  any  Concern.  And  what 
more  honourable  Regard  could  be  (hewn  to 
the  Authority  of  the  Sacred  Writers,  than  to 
juftify  their  Cenfure  of  the  Greek  Pbzlofopby, 
which  both  Deifts  and  Fanatics  have  concur 
red  to  reprefent  as  a  Condemnation  of  human 
Learning  in  general ! 

But  as  we  have  often  feen  Writers  deceived 
in  their  Reprefentations  of  Pagan  Antiquity -9 
and  while  zealoufly  bufy  in  giving  fucb  as  they 
imagined  favourable  to  Chriflianity,  they  have 

*  dug,  tie  H#refibus, 

been 
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been  all  the  time  dif-ferving  it  :  Left  I  too 
fhould  be  fufpe&ed  to  have  fallen  into  the. 
lame  Delufion,  I  {hall  beg  leave  to  fhew,  that 
it  is  juft  fuch  a  Reprefentation  of  Antiquity  as 
is  given  in  the  Divine  Legation  which  can  pof- 
iibly  be  of  Service  to  our  holy  Religion.  And 
that,  confequently,  if  what  we  have  there 
given  be  the  truey  it  does  much  Service  to  it. 

This  will  bell  appear  by  confidering  the 
two  ufual  Views  Men  have  had,  and  the  con- 
fequent  Methods  they  have  purfued,  in  bring 
ing  in  Pagan  Antiquity  into  the  Scene. 

Their  Defign  has  been  either  to  illuftrate 
the  Reajbnabknefit  or  to  (hew  the  Necejflty  of 
Chrijlianity  '. 

If  the  jirft,  their  Way  was  to  reprefent' 
Antiquity,  as  comprehending  all  the  funda 
mental  Truths,  concerning  God  and  the  Soul, 
which  our  holy  Religion  hath  revealed.     But 
as  greatly  as  this  Reprefentation  was  fuppofed, 
to  ferve  their  Purpofe,  the  Infidels,  we  fee, 
have  joined  Iffue  with  themVand  from  their" 
own  Faff,  have  endeavoured  to  fhew,  with 
much  Plaufibility  of  Reafoning,  that  there 
fore  '  Chriflianity  was  not  neceffary:  And  this 
very  Advantage,  T^indal  (under  Cover  of  a* 
Principle,  which  fome  modern  Divines  feemed 
to  afford  him,  ofCbriftainitfs  being  only  a 
Republication'of  the  Religion  of  Nature)  ob 
tained  againft  fome  Writers  of  great  Name. 

If  their  Defign  was  to  (hew  the  Necejfity. 
ofCbriJlianity,  they  have  then  taken  the  other 
Courfe,  and  (perhaps,  out  of  a  Senfe  of  the 
A  -?  former1 
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former  Mifchief )  run  into  the  oppofite  Ex 
treme  $  in  representing  Antiquity  as  quite  ig 
norant  of  the  firft  Principles  of  Religion,  and 
tfioral  Duty.  Nay,  not  only  that  it  knew  no 
thing,  but  that  nothing  could  be  known  :  For 
that  human  Reafon  was  too  Weak  to  make 
Difcoveries  in  thefe  Matters.  Confequently, 
that  there*was  never  any  fuch  thing  as  natural 
Religion:  And  what  Glimmerings  of  Know 
ledge  Men  held  of  this  kind,  were  only  the  dy 
ing  Sparks  of  primitive  Tradition.  Here  again 
the  Infidels  turned  their  own  Artillery  upon 
them,  in  order  to  difmotiflt  that  boafted  Rea- 
fonablenefs  of  Chriftianity,  on  which  they  had 
fo  much  infifted :  And  indeed  what  room  was 
there  left  to  judge  of  it,  after  human  Reafon 
had  been  reprefented  as  fo  weak  and  blind  ? 

Thus  while  they  were  contending  for  the 
Reafonabknefs,  they  deftroyed  the  Necejjity ;  and 
while  they  urged  the  Neceffity,  they  rifked  the 
Reajbnablenejs  of  Chriftianity.  And  thefe  In 
fidel  Retortions  had  an  almoft  irrefiftible  Force 
on  the  Principles  our  Advocates  feemed  to  go 
upon;  namely,  that  Chriftianity  was  only  a 
Republication  of  a  primitive  Religion. 

It  appears  then,  that  the  only  View  of  An 
tiquity  which  gives  folid  Advantage  to  the 
Cbrijlian  Caufe,  is  fuch  a  one  as  (hews  natu 
ral  Reafon  to  be  clear  enough  to  perceive 
Truth,  and  the  Neceffity  of  its  Dedudjons 
when propofed and  (hewn;  but  not  generally 
Jtrong  enough  to  difcaver  it,  and  draw  right 
Peduflions  from  it.  Juft  fuch  a  View  we 

have 
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have  given  of  Antiquity,  as  far  as  relates  to 
the  Point  in  queftion ;  which  we  prefume  to 
be  the  t rue,  not  only  in  that  Point,  butlike- 
wife  with  regard  to  the  State  of  natural  Re 
ligion  in  general :   Where   we  find  human 
Reafon  could  penetrate  very  far  into  theeflen- 
tial  Difference  of  Things ;  but  wanting  the 
true  Principles  of  Religion,  the  Ancients  nei 
ther  knew  the  Origin  of  Obligation,  nor  the 
Confequence  of  Obedience.     Revelation  has 
diicovered    thofe   Principles,    and    we  now 
wonder,    that  fuch  Prodigies  of   Parts   and 
Knowledge  could  commit  the  grofs  Abfurdi- 
ties,  that  are  to  be  found  in  their  bed  Trea- 
tifes  of  Morality.     Which  yet  does  not  hin 
der  us  from  falling  into  a  greater  and  worfe 
Delufion.    For  having  feen  of  late  feveral  ex 
cellent  Syftems  of  Morals,  under  the  Title  of 
•The  Principles  of  natural  Religion,  that  dif- 
claim  the  Aid  of  Revelation,  we  are  apt  to 
think  them  indeed  the  Difcoveries  of  natural 
Reafon ;  and  fo  to  regard  their  Excellencies 
as  an  Objection  to  the  NeceJJity  of  any  farther 
Light.     The  Pretence  is  plaufible ;  but  lure 
there  muft  be  fome  Miftake  at  Bottom  j  and 
the  great  Difference  in  point  of  Perfection, 
between  thefe  imaginary  Productions  of  Rea 
fon,  and  thofe  real  ones  of  the  moft  learned 
Ancients,  will  increafe  our  Suipicion.     The 
Truth  is,  thefe  modern  Syflem  Writers  had 
Aids,  which  as  they  do  not  acknowledge,  fo, 
I  will  believe,  they  did  not  perceive.     Thefe 
Aids  were  the  true  Principles  of  Religion, 
A  4  delivered 
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delivered  by  Revelation :  Principles  ib  clear 
and  evident,  that  they  are  now-miftaken  to 
be  amongft  our  firft  and  fimpleft  Ideas :  But 
thofe  who  have  ftudied  Antiquity,  know  the 
Matter  to  be  far  otherwife. 

For  to  conclude  with  the  remarkable  Words 
of  Cicero,  Nam  neque  tarn  eft  acris  acies  in 
naturis  hominum  &  ingeniis,  ut  res  tantas  quif- 
quam,  nifi  monftratas,  poffit  videre :  neque 
tantatamen  in  rebus  obfcuritas,  ut  eas  non  peni- 
tus  acri  vir  ingenio  cernat,  fi  modo  adfpexerit. 

•Notwithftanding  all  that  can  be  faid,  much 
Clamour  will  ever  attend  Novelties,  tho'  never 
fo  ftrongly  proved,  and  tho'  never  fo  well  di- 
refted.  But  Truth  ieldom  thrives  the  worfe  for 
unreafonable  Oppofition  :  And  it  would  feem 
not  to  be  far  from  its  Eftablifhment,  when  fuch 
Writers  as  the  following  appear  in  it's  Defence. 
I  could  wifli  indeed  he  had  had  an  Adverfary 
more  worthy  him :  However,  he  has  made  the 
beft  of  a  bad  Reafoner.  The  Nature  of  his 
Defign  has  confined  him  rather  to  confute  Mr. 
Jackfons  Sentiments,  than  to  explain  his  own  -, 
yet  he  hath  eftabliflied  thofe  he  undertook  to 
defend  with  fuch  Extent  of  Learning,  and 
Force  of  good  Argument,  that  I  dare  become 
refponfible  for  all  he  fays ;  and  am  willing  that 
thofe  of  my  Opinions  here  debated,  may  Hand 
or  fall  by  the  Strength  or  Invalidity  of  this 
Defence. 
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OPINIONS  and  PR  ACT  ICE 
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ANCIENT  PHILOSOPHERS,  &c. 

THE  learned  Mr.  Jackfon^  in  his  two  late 
Pamphlets,  has  undertaken  to  attack  fe- 
veral  Parts  of  the  Divine  Legation a.  As 
to  the  Merit  of  the  firft  Piece,  we  have  the  fol 
lowing  Account  of  it  in  his  own  Words :  "  I 
<c  have  oppofed  many  Paradoxes  of  this  Author 
*c  [Mr.  Warlurton\  advanced  and  fupportedvas  he 
*c  thought,  with  much  Learning.  All  which  I  have 
"  confuted  within  a  few  Pages,  and  fhewn  to  be 
"  nothing  but  bold  Affertions,  deftitute  of  Evi- 
"  dence  and  Truth  j '  and .  that  with  all  his  Glare 

a  The  firft  of  thefe  Pieces  is  intitled,  Tbe  'Belief  of  a  Futur:. 
State  proved  to  be  a  Fundamental  Article  of  the  Religion  of  the 
Hebrews ;  and  the  Doftrine  of  the  Ancient  Pbilofopbers  concern- 
ing  a  Future  State,  /hewn  to  be  conjiftent  with  Reafon,  and 
tl/eir  Belief  of  it  demonftrated. 

The  fecond  is  called,  A  Dffince  of  a  Book  intitletl,  Ihe 
Belief  of  a  future  State  fro^td  fo  be  a  Fundamtntal  Article 
ftf  the  Hebrews,  £?f .  t 

"  and 


"  and  Pretences,  he  has  not  Ihewed  a  Tafte  of 
**  real  Learning  in  any  one  of  all  the  Points  he 
«c  has  treated  of."  Again  ;  "  I  could  eafily  fhew 
"  (if  it  was  worth  while)  the  Weaknefsand  Ab- 
"  furdity  of  every  other  Notion  advanced  in  our 
"  Remarked  Writings  b." 

A  complete  Viftory  indeed  !  not  to  leave  one 
fmgle  Truth  in  the  two  Volumes.  What  will  be 
come  then  of  thofe  Points  which  are  maintained 
by  Mr.  Jackfoti  himfelf,  in  common  with  his 
learned  Adverfary  ?  Are  the  very  fame  Notions 
plain  and  clear  Truths  in  his  own  Writings,  and 
yet  bold  Affertions^  deftitute  of  all  Evidence,  when 
found  in  the  Divine  Legation  ?  Or  is  the  learned 
Writer  fo  defperately  enamoured  and  fond  of  Con- 
troverfy,  that,  rather  than  fpare  his  Adverfary, 
he  will  even  anfwer  and  confute  himfelf  ? 

"  I  could  (fays  he)  eafily  fhew  the  Weaknefs 
"  and  Abfurdity  of  every  other  Notion  advanced 
<c  in  our  Remarker's  Writings."  But,  alas  !  this 
is  no  Time  to  talk  of  new  Conquefts  ;  it  may  bet 
ter  become  the  learned  Gentleman  to  review  what 
Is  already  pad.  However,  I  fhall  make  no  Excep 
tion  to  what  he  here  fays  ;  I  do  really  believe  that 
he  could  confute  every  Pofition  in  the  two  Vo 
lumes,  in  as  effeftual  a  Manner  as  he  has  done 
any  fmgle  Point  that  he  has  hitherto  attacked. 

In  the  following  Sheets  I  Ihall  treat  this  Gen 
tleman  with  all  the  Decency  and  Refpecl:  which 
are  due  to  his  Character  in  the  learned  World  :  If 
I  differ  from  him  with  regard  to  Ibme  ancient 
Fads,  'tis  only  becaufe  he  feems,  to  me  at  lead, 
to  differ  from  Antiquity  itfelf  ;  'tis  only  becaufe  I 
cannot  prevail  with  myfelf  to  embrace  an  Hypo- 
thefis,  however  confidently  aflferted,  when  I  find 
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it  contrary  to  plain  Fact  and  the  clear  Teftimony 
of  the  beft  Writers, 


CHAP.     I. 

*That  the  Philofophers  did  not  invariably  pro- 
fefs  their  Belief  of  a  future  State ;  and 
this  Inconftancy  of  ProJeJJion  firwn  to  be  a 
Proof  that  they  did  not  really  believe  it. 

IN  his  firft  Piece  the  learned  Writer  undertakes 
to  demonstrate  that  the  Philofophers  believed  a 
future  State.  *Tis  pity  but  he  had  given  us  his 
Demonftration  in  a  more  regular  and  exacl:  Form. 
He  brings  feveral  Pafiages,  (p.  94,  5,  6,  7.)  in 
which,  according  to  him,  the  ancient  Sages  pro- 
fefs  their  Belief  of  another  Life.  But  the  Circum- 
fiance  which  he  principally  infifts  upon,  is,  that 
they  were  conftant  and  uniform  in  this  Profeffion. 
This  he  aficrts  in  more  than  one  Place  j  p.  73, 
ipeaking  of  a  future  State,  he  fays,  "  Surely  it 
"  is  very  unreafonable  to  charge  Men  with  Infi- 
44  delity  in  a  Point,  which  they  conflantly  and  ;"»- 
<c  variably  profefs  to  believe.*'  Again  :  "  The 
44  Philofophers  did  undoubtedly  believe,  as  well 
44  i&conftantly  profefs  a  future  State  of  Happinefs 
44  and  Mifery,"  p.  75,  And  it  is  remarkable 
that  all  his  Teftimonies  are  brought  to  prove  this 
very  Point.  He  ufhers  them  in  with  thefe  Words : 
44  I  (hall  therefore  add,  for  the  more  full  Satif- 
"  fafticn  of  the  Reader,  a  few  other  PafTages 
"  befides  thofe  before  fet  down  in  thefe  Papers, 
44  to  mew  their  [the  Philofophers]  conftant  Pro- 
44  fejjlon  and  Belief  of  this  rnoft  important  Doc- 
4<  trine  pf  Religion."  p.  94. 

Upon 
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Upon  what  then  does  the*  learned  Writer  build 
his  Demonftration  ?  Why,  upon  the  conffanf  and 
uniform  Profeffion  of  the  Philofophers  upon  this 
Subject.  Hence  he  infers  their  real  Belief  of  an 
other  Life  ;  hence  he  thinks  it  as  unreafonable  to 
charge  them  with  Infidelity  in  this  Point,  as  the 
moil  iincere  Believers  ofCbtiftianijy  itfelf,  p.  99. 

Had  he  reprefented  them  as  various  and  incon- 
ilant  in  their  teaching  on  this  Head  •,  this,  I  pre- 
fume,  would  have  greatly  weakened  the  Force  of 
what  he  calls  his  Demonftration.  To  give  it  there 
fore  the  mod  plaufible  Appearance,  to  fetit  off  in 
the  beft  Colours,  he  roundly  affirms,  that  they 
were  uniform  and  conftant*  fix'd  and  invariable  in 
their  teaching  on  this  Point.  Here  then  I  readily 
join  IfTue  with  him,  and  take  upon  me  to  affert, 
that  this  conftant  and  uniform  Profeflion  is  all  a 
rnere  Invention  of  his  own,  contrived  only  to 
jferve  an  Hypothefis ;  that  it  has  no  Foundation 
in.  Truth  or  Hi  (lory  ;  that,  to  ule  his  own  Words, 
*'  'tis  a  bold  Affertion,  deftirute  of  Evidence  and 
"  _Truth  " 

Let  us  examine  % it  with  regard  to  the  School 
of  Pythagoras.  Ivlr.  Jackfon  complains  that  I 
have  faid  nothing  of  Pythagoras himfelf,  but  con 
fined  all  my  Arguments  'to  his  Followers  and 
Difciples.  "  He  wifely  fays  nothing  againft  Py- 
"  tbagoras*  the  Head  of  the  School,  whom  I 
"  prov'd  to  be  a  conftant  ProfefTor  of  this  Doc- 
<c  trine,"  p.  14,  5.  I  have  often  indeed  beentold? 
that  thefe  common  Anfwercrs  would  flick  at  no 
thing.  At  the  very  time  that  the  learned  Au 
thor  wrote  this,  he  could  not  but  know  that  my 
nititb*  Chapter  was  employed  to  prove,  that  Py- 
tbagcras  did  not  believe  this  Dodlrine,  that  the 

3  It  is  The  Tenth  in  this  Edition, 

Metemp- 
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Metempfychofis  really  efpoufed  by  him,  was 
purely  phyjicd  and  neceffary  ;  that  therefore  it 
muft  be  inconfifcent  with  the  Belief  of  future 
Rewards  and  Punifhments.  Diogenes  Laertius 
does  not  barely  fay,  that  Pythagoras  once  profeis'd 
this  Doftrine,  but  that  he  was  the  Author  and  /»- 
ventor  of  it  •,  and  this  Circumftance  will,  I  fup- 
pofe,  be  enough  to  fhew,  that  he  did  often  de 
clare  for  it.  Ovid  too  mentions  this  as  the  fix'd 
and  funding  Opinion  of  this  Seel.  And  what 
now  does  Mr.  J.  fay  to  thefe  two,  and  the  other 
Authorities  which  I  have  alledged  in  the  fame 
Chapter  ?  He  honeftly  affirms  that  I  have  never 
touched  upon  this  Point.  It  is  ftrangely  perverfe 
in  this  worthy  Gentleman,  to  complain  that  I 
bring  btit/W  Tefti  monies,  and  yet  ib  cautioufly: 
forbear  examining  thofe  I  do  bring.  Plowever, 
to  give  him  no  jull  Reafon  of  Complaint,  I  will 
add  one  more.  I  fhal!  take  it  from  the  D,  L. 
Tim^us  then  obferves,  that,  "  as  to  Men  of  Jibe 
s'  ral  and  well  clifpofed  Minds,  Philofbphy  alone 
**  will  be  fufficient  to  keep  them  within  the 
cc  Bounds  of  Decency  and  Order.  But  when  we 
"  have  to  do  with  Men  of  a  more  obftinate  and 
"  perverfe  Turn,  we  are  then  to  apply  and  in- 
"  culcate  the  Doctrine  of  Punifhments  both /n?- 
<c  fent  and  future^  as  that  endlefs  Torments  a- 
"  wait  the  Shades  of  unhappy  Men,  and  all 
"  thofe  Stories  which  Homer  records  of  the  b  in 
fernal 

b  Tim&us  here  mentions  the  feveral  Confiderations  that 
might  be  urged  to  incite  Men  to  the  Praftice  and  Purfuit  of 
Virtue.  As  for  thofe  of  liberal  and  well  difpofed  Minds,  Phi- 
lofophy  alone  was  fufficient  for  them.  But  the  Multitude  \vere 
to  be  influenc'd  and  reftrain'd  only  by  the  fearofPunifhment. 
It  is  evident  from  hence,  that  the  Do&rine  of  future  Punifh- 
ment  was  taught  only  to  ?.nd  for  the  Sake  .of  the  Populace. 
Let  us  go  now  to  Mr.  'Jactyrft  account  of  tfift  PafTage.  •'  Py- 

*'  tkagoras 
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"  fcrnal  Regions.  For  as  we  Ibmetimes  cure  the 
"  Body  with  unwholefome  Remedies*  when  fuch 
"  as  are  molt  wholefome  have  no  Effcdl,  fo  we 
"  reftrain  thole  Minds  by  falfe  Relations,  which 
"  will  not  be  perfwaded  by  the  true  :  There  is  a 
"  Neceflity  therefore,  of  inftilling  the  Dread  of 
«*  &t&  foreign  'Torments.  As  that  the  Soul  ihifts 
«*  and  changes  its  Habitation  ;  that  the  Coward 
**  is  thruft  ignominioufly  into  the  Body  of  a 
<c  Woman  •,  the  Murderer  imprilbn'd  within  the 
"  Fur  of  a  Savage. '* 

It  appears  from  hence,  that,  in  the  Opinion  of 
Pythagoras  and  his  Followers,  the  common  Ac 
count  of  future  Punifhments  was  fuppofed  to  be 
falfe  and  groundlefs.  Now  if  they  conceived  thefe 
to  be  falfe,  the  plain  Confequence  is,  that  they 

"  thagoras,  to  make  this  Do&rine  have  theflronger  Impref- 
"  fion  on  the  Minds  of  the  Vulgar,  reprefented  it  under  the 
"  fenfible  fabulous  Image  of  a  Iran  [migration,  as  Timxus  Lo- 
"  crus  observes,  imitating  the  Example  of  wife  Phyficians." 
(p.  91 ,  2.  of  ry?  Pamph.)  Wellfare  a  good  Affurance !  He  had 
a  beggarly  Hypothecs  to  provide  for,  and  he  ties  it  on  old 
^Tinitfuis  Shoulders.  As  Timaus  Locrus  ol)ferevesy  fays  he. 
That  is,  if  you  will  believe  Mr.  Jackfon,  this  ancient  Pythago 
rean  intimates  that  there  were  two  Notions  of  future  Punim- 
ments,  one  more  rational  and  exadl,  defigned  for  the  Philofo- 
phers,  one  more  grofs  and  fabulous,  invented  only  for  the 
People.  This  is  laid,  I  fuppofe,  only  to  fhew  us  what  an 
Anfwerer  is  capable  of ;  and  to  what  height  controverfial  Con 
fidence  can  go.  Otherwife  on  a  lefs  noble  Occafion,  fure  he 
would  never  venture  thus  to  infult  the  Underftanding  of  every 
Man  who  has  his  Eyes,  and  can  read  :  And  who  fees  that  7V- 
mcsus  his  Complaint  againft  ,the  People  was,  not  that  they 
were  influenced  by  one  kind' of  Punijbment  rather  than  another, 
but  that  they  were  only  to  be  influenced  by  the  Fear  cfPuni/b- 
ment  in  general;  and  not  to  be  governed  by  Motives  of  a  more 
excellent  and  noble  Nature?  Tinueiis  therefore,  they  will  fay, 
could  never  diftinguifh  between  different  forts  of  Punifhments, 
and  confine  his  Cenfure  to  one  kind  only,  when  it  was  his  De« 
fign  to  (hew  that  the  People  were  wrong  in  being  influenced  by 
the  Fear  of  any  Puniihments  whatfoever, 

could 
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could  not  hold  any  future  Punilhments  whatfo 
ever.  This  will  be  explained  at  large  in  \hzfourtb 
Chapter. 

It  is  evident  from  this  PaiTage  of  fimteus,  that 
Pythagoras  mud  reject  the  common  and  popular 
account  of  a  future  State.  The  firft  Queftion  then 
is,  Did  he  fubilitute  any  other  in  the  room  of  it  ? 
Dr.  Sykes  affures  us  that  he  did.  The  next  Point 
then  will  be,  What  was  that  Account  fo  fubfti- 
tuted?  Why,  fays  the  Do6tor,  (Vindication,  p. 
14.)  "  It  was  that  the  Soul  was  to  pafs  and  mi- 
"  grate,  without  Interruption,  from  one  Body  to 
"  another."  Let  me  then  afk  another  Queftion, 
Had  this  new  Migration  any  moral  Purpofe  and 
Defign,  or  not  ?  If  it  had,  how  could  it  be  faid  to 
be  fubftituted  by  Pythagoras,  as  the  moral  Me 
te  mpfychofis  was  known  and  taught  fo  long  before 
him  ?  But  if  the  Doctor  will  ftill  fay,  that  this 
Doctrine  of  Pythagoras  was  a  novel  and  refined 
Notion,  muft  he  not  allow  too,  that  it  had  no 
moral  Purpofe  and  Defign  ?  And  is  not  this  al 
lowing  all  that  I  contend  for  ? 

Mr.  Jackfon  has  mentioned  two  of  the  Fol 
lowers  of  Pythagoras,  as  really  believing  a  future 
State  ;  Empedocles  and  Epicharmus,  p.  91.  It 
is  not  my  Defign  to  difpute  with  him,  whether 
they  profefled  this  Notion :  The  only  Queftion 
will  be  whether  they  were  fix'd  and  fettled,  con* 
ftant  and  invariable  in  the  Profeffion  of  it.  The 
learned  Gentleman  muft  fay  they  were ;  but  then 
he  muft  fay  it  at  the  Expence  of  Truth  ;  indirect 
Contradiction  to  the  Voice  of  Antiquity,  which 
plainly  and  evidently  fpeaks  againft  him.  Plu 
tarch,  in  his  fifth  Book  De  Placitis,  gives  the 
following  Account  of  the  Doctrine  of  Emfedodes. 
"  Empedocks  held  Death  to  be  a  Separation  of 
**  the  fiery  Subftance  from  the  other  Parts,  and 
i  "  therefore 
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"  therefore  fuppofed  that  Death  was  common  to 
"  the  Soul  afld  Body  c."  Now  here  Mr.  Jackfon 
teJJs  us,  that  Plutarch  has  made  ACRE  AT  BLUN 
DER.     Was  not  the  Man  extremely  habituated  to 
ill  Language,  one  might  have  expecled  that  fo 
very  candid  and  learnea  an  Ancient  fhould  have 
fbeen  treated  with  more  Ceremony.     But  what 
flronger  Proof  can  the  Reader  defire  of  the  Falf- 
hood  and  Abfurdity  of  Mr.  Jackfon's  Account  of 
.ancient  Philofophy,  than  this  Confeffion  that- it 
contradicts  P/utarcb's,  the  moil  knowing  of  the 
Ancients  d  ? 

However 
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d  Empedocles  has  been  charged  by  considerable  Writers  vvitii 
holding  fome  very  extravagant  and  wild  Notions  concerning 
the  human  Soul.  To  the  Teftimony  of  Plutarch  we  may  add 
that  of  Cicero  :  Empedodes  animum  eiFe  ceniet  cordi  fufFufuiri 
fanguinem.  i  Tufc.  9.  Macrobius  affirms  the  fame:  PJato 
dixit  animam  eflentiam  efTe  femoventem  i  Empedocles  &  Cri- 
tias  fanguinem.  In  Somn.  Scip.  r,  14.  And  the  following 
Verfe  of  Empedocles  himfelf  might  furnim  a  fair  Occaiion  for 
this  Notion. 

Aipa  ya.%  a*&PUVFois  9W^»«4^Jtc*  er*  vo^px. 
Vid  Davifium  ad  Cic.  Tufc.  i,  9.  Thefe  are  great  Authorities  3 
and  have,  I  prefume,  betray'd  fome  learned  Moderns  into  a 
worfe  Opinion  of  Empedocles  than  he  really  deferv'd.  Empedo 
cles  conflabat  animam  ex  Ktherea  et  aeriafubftantia.  VoiTius  de 
Orig.etProg.  Idol.  3,  40.  And  thegreat  Gaflendi himfelf  affures 
us,  that  the  Soul,  according  to  Empedocles^  wasjuppofed  to  be 
corporeal,  nature  ignea?,  aericT,  aquere,  terrens.  Animad.  in 
Diog.  Laert.  1.  10.  p.  495.  Now  I  would  not  fay  with  thefe 
learned  Writers,  that  any  of  the  Opinions  hitherto  afligned,  was 
firmly  and  conftantly  maintained  by  EmpedocUs  himfelf;  all 
I  would  infer  from  the  Teftimony  of  the  Ancients,  is,  that  he 
Bidyfafefffansr  declare  for  fome  of  them.  Otherwile,  whence 
comes  it,  that  fo  good  Authors  charge  him  with  making  thefe 
Profefiions  ?  Does  not  indeed  the  Verfe,  juft  cited,  plainly  (hew 
that  he  fometimes  deliver'd  the  Do&riac  which  they  impute 
to  him  ? 

1C 
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.  However,  to  fave  Time  and  cut  fhort  all  urr 
necefTary  Cavil,  let  it  be  allowed  that  Empedocles 
was  conftant  and  uniform  as  to  this  Point ;  that 
he  never  declared  for  the  Mortality  of  the  Soul : 
Yet  it  mu ft  be  remembered  that  he  was  a  Fol 
lower  of  Pythagoras  \  that  therefore  the  Notion 
of  a  future  State,  really  embraced  by  him,  was 
nothing  more  than  a  mere  phyfical  Migration  of 
the  Soul  from  one  Body  to  another,  deftitute  of 
all  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign. 

Let  us  go  next  to  Epichannus.  Sextus  Empi- 
ricus  has  charged  him  with  the  Denial  of  all 
future  Rewards  and  Punimments,  in  Terms 
too  ftrong  to  be  evaded.  "  It  is  evident,  that 
"  Epicurus  Hole  his  Principles  from  the  Poets. 
"  As  to  that  famous  Tenet  of  his,  that  Death  is 
tc  nothing  to  us,  he  borrow'd  it  from  Epicbarmus^ 
4<  who  fays,  I  neither  look  upon  the  Act  of  cly- 
"  ing,  or  the  State  that  fucceeds  /'/,  as  of  any 
"  Confequence  and  Importance  to  mee."  Plutarch* 
in  one  part  of  his  Piece  on  Confutation^  addrefs'cl 

to 

It  is  not  my  Bufmefs  or  Defign  to  prove,  that  he  was  coii- 
ftant  and  uniform  in  thefe  Profeffions  ;  if  he  didjbmetimfs  de 
clare  on  this  Side,  'tis  enough  to  juftify  the  Argument  I  am 
hereeftabliftiing. 

But  fuppofing  he  taught  thefe  Doftrines  of  the  Soul,  how 
does  it  follow,  that  he  at  the  fame  time  rejected  and  denied  the 
Notion  of  a  future  State  ?  To  this  I  reply,  that  Cicero,  in 
the  Beginning  of  the  firit  Tufculan,  explains  the  feveral  Opi 
nions,  which  are  here  attributed  to  Empedocks  ;  and  which 
ever  of  thefe,  fays  he,  is  admitted,  the  Confoqusoce  h,  that 
the  Soul  muil  die  with  the  Body. 

e  O  as  ETHxy^o?  <^a^ct,fcn  TO.  x.^&'riroLf 
tuv  ai/?)a7r«xw$— — TOV  J'g  Savotrov  wi  y^sv  er» 
f*o?  ctvru  7r^05-fx.£fx,77vyxEv,  &TTUV,  WjrotbfHU  *) 

en.    Sextus  Empiricus  ad  Grammaticos,  Seel.  273.     I  did  in 
deed  know  that  I   had  to  do  with  a  Writer  whom  a  little 
thing  could  not  flop.     However,  I  did  not  think  .he  wou'd 
have  been  hardy  enough  to  attack  this  PalTage.     Cicero  him 
B  fell' 
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to  Apollonius,  employs  many  Arguments  to 
prove,  that  Death  would  not  be  attended  with 
any  real  Mifery.  To  eftablifti  and  confirm  this9 

iclf,  in  his  firft  Tufculan,  interorets  this  Line  of  Epicbarmw 
in  the  very  Senfe  I  have  here  given.  A.  Age  jam  concede  non 
ejje  miferoS)  qui  mortui  funt^  qttoniam  extorjljll  ut  faterer,  qu'i 
omnino  non  ej/eftt .  eos  ne  mi\eros  quidem  effe  pojft.  M.  Ecqui  ergo 
intelligis,  quantum  mali  de  humana  conditione  dejeceris  ?  A. 
Quonam  modo  ?  M.  Quia,  li  mori  etiam  mortuis  miferum 
effet,  infinitum  quoddamet  iempiternum  malum  haberemus  in 
vita.  Nunc  video  calcem,  ad  quam  cum  fit  deairfum,  nihi!  fit 
praeterea  extimeicendum.  Sed  ru  mihi  videris  Epicharmi,  acu- 
ti,  nee  infulfi  hominis,  ut  Siculi,  fentemiam  fequi  "  Emori  no- 
"  lo  fed  me  efie  mortu-um  nihil  seftimo  "  c  8. 

And  does  not  Sextus  Empirtcus  lay,  that  thefe  Words  con 
tain  the  Doclrine  of  Epicurus,  as  well  as  Epicbartnus?  No\v 
if  they  contain  the  Doctrine  of  Lpleurus,  mull  they  no-  of 
eourfe  be  ftippofed  to  exclude  all  future  Rewards  and  Punilh- 
ments  ?  However,  if  the  Gentleman  will  infill  that  Epicurus 
himfelf  believ'd  another  Life,  1  am  not  yet  fo  fond  of  Con- 
troverfy,  as  to  difpute  it  with  him. 

However,  let  us  hear  him  out.  On  this  Paflage  he  thus 
defeants:  "  To  die  is  not  our  Concern,  it  belongs  only  to 
'•'  God  to  difpofe  of  Life  and  Death.3' — But  is  it  then  of  np 
real  Concern' or  Intereft  to  one's  felf,  whether  Man  is  defigned 
for  a  State  of  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments  or  not  ?  No, 
fays  Mr.  7.  '«  It  only  belongs  to  God  to  difpofe  of  Life 
"  and  Death."  But,  on  Suppofition,  that  there  are  future 
Rewards  and  Punifhments,  is  it  not  of  Concern  to  M  E  too, 
in  what  manner  God  will  difpofe  of  me  hereafter  ?  Had  Epi- 
charmus  taught,  that  God  was  to  appoint  the  Soul  a  State  of 
future  Happinefs  or  Mifery,  is  it  poflible  to  conceive  that  Epi 
curus  would  hare  adopted  this  Principle  ?  Or,  in  this  Cafe, 
is  it  pofiible  that  Tully  mould  alledge  the  Paflage,  as  contain 
ing  a  Principle,  on  which  Death  muil  be  confidered  as  a  State 
of  mere  Infenfibility  ? 

Well,  but,  fays  Mr.  J.  I  have  produced  a  Paffage,  in 
which  Epicvarmus  profefs'd  the  Doctrine  of  another  Life. 
But,  inftead  of  one,  had  he  produced  one  Hundred,  would 
this  have  had  any  Force  in  the  prefent  Argument  ?  Have  I 
ever  denied  that  Epicharmus  does  fomedmes  aflert  this  No 
tion  ?  Or  will  his  ibmetimes  fpeaking  for  it  prove,  in  Oppo- 
fition  to  plain  and  direct  Evidence,  that  he  never  fpoke 
againft  it  ? 

he 


f  "  J 

he  cites   the  following  Words  of  Epicharmus  : 

"  The  Parts  of  which  you  are  compounded  will 

"  be  feparated  at  Death  ;  and  each  will  return  to 

"  the  Place  from  which  it  originally  came.    The 

"  Earth  will  be  reflored  to  Earth,  and  the  Spirit 

"  will  afcend  upwards.     What  is  there  terrible 

"  or  grievous  in  this  f  ?"     But  to  this  our  Au 

thor  has  a  ready  Anfwer.    His  Rhetoric  is  always 

at  hand  to  help  out  his  Logic.    Tis  no  more  than 

this,  Plutarch  was  a  GREAT  BLUNDERER.    But 

who    is    the   Blunderer,    that  is,  who  is    moft 

likely  tounderftand  Epicbarmus's  Meaning,  whe 

ther  Plutarch  or  Mr.  Jackfon*  I   think  I   may 

fafely  leave  to  the  Reader's  Decifion  __  But  does 

not  Epicbarmus   fay,   "  That  the  Soul  was  to 

"  afcend  into  Heaven?"   I  would  not  advife  our 

Author  to  truft  too  much  to  this  fingle  Circum- 

ftance,  till  he  has  well  confidered  the  following 

Lines  of  Lucretius  : 

i 

Cedit  enim  retro,  de  terra  quod  fuit  ante, 
In  terras  :  et  quod  miffum  eft  ex  Athens  oris9 
Id  rurfum  ccsli  rellatum  templa  receptant. 

L.  ii. 

Teles,  another  Follower  of  Pythagoras,  fpeaks 
ftrongly  to  the  fame  Purpofe  ;  he  confiders  Death 
as  the  very  End  and  Period  of  our  Being  ;  com 
pares  the  State  which  fucceeds  it,  to  that  which 
precedes  our  Birth.  He  thus  addrefllrs  himfelf 
to  one  grieved  and  afHicled  for  the  Lofs  of  a  de- 
ceafed  Friend  :  t4  You  complain,  fays  he,  that 
"  your  Friend  will  never  exift  more  -,  but  re- 
*c  member  that  he  had  no  Exigence  ten  thou- 
"  fand  Years  ago,  that  he  did  not  live  in  the 


tSsv  rji  TraXn/,  ya,  twv   «<;  yu,v,     Trmjkse.     ctvu  :   Tt  vuii  yci* 
I/  5  a&  iv,    Xyl,  Ed.  I  10. 

*5^  B  z  "  Time 


*'*  Time  of  the  Trojan  War,  nor  even  in  much 
"  later  Periods.  This,  it  feems,  does  not  move 
"  you;  all  your  Concern  is,  becaufe  he  will  not 
"  exift:  for  the  future  %;*  How  would  Epicurus 

have 


et<;  vr^dv  QVX.  era;,  SW^E^aim?.  Stobxus  Mor.  EC.  c.  106.  What 
he  here  fays,  is,  that  it  would  be  as  abfurd  to  complain,  that 
any  one  does  not  fubfiil  after  Death,  as  that  he  did  not  exift 
before  his  Birth  ;  as  if  we  were  no  more  interefted  in  the  State 
which  fu-cceeda  our  Death,  than  i-n  that  which  precedes  our 


Fabriclus  has  ranked  this  Teles  among  the  Followers  of 
Pythagoras.  But  this  we  are  told  is  a  grofs  Mitlake.  How 
fo  !  why,  "  Ja'mblickus  gives  a  large  Catalogue  of  all 
"  the  rioted  Scholars  and  Followers  of  Pythagoras,  and  yet  does 
"  n^t  mention  Teles"  But  if  he  only  propofed  a  Catalogue 
of  the  moft  noted  Follo~vers  of  Pythagoras  ;  is  it  not  pofiible. 
that  he  might  omit  Teles?  And,  what  is  more,  does  not 
Jamb  Itch  us  himfelf  tell  us,  that  many  real  and  unqueftion'd 
Followers  of  Pythagoras  were  not  actually  inferted  in  this  Lift  ? 
TUV  h  ffv^sivTuv  nvSocyo^&uv,  va?  pzv  AFNQTAS  rs  xcti  AN^NT- 
MOYST»v«5  nOAAOTS  HXC;  «/syov£>ai.  "  I  W*lly  fays  hg,  here 

*'  mention  only  the.  moft  celebrated."     And  then-  he  gives  his 
Catalogue.     De  vit.  Pyth.  Seel.  267. 

But  the  very  Sentiment  and  Language  of  the  PafTage  is  fuch. 
as  could  not  poffibly  come  from  a  Follower  of  Pytbagqas* 
Why  not  ?  Has  it  not  beenjuft  fhevvn  that  Epicharmus,  an  un 
doubted  Follower  of  Pythagoras;  did  actually  forhstimes  ufe  the 
fame  Language  and  Doctrine  With  Epicwus?  Why  then  might 
nofc  other  Dilciples  of  this  School  do  the  fame?  Did  not  Art- 
fatisnus  confider  the  Soul  as  the  mere  Harmony  of  the  Body  ? 
Muft  he  not  therefore  of  Courfe  deny  all  Future  and  Pre-ex- 
iftence  ?  And  we  are  informed  on  very  g6cd  Authority,  that 
othe?  Difciples  of  this  School-  were  in''  the  very  fame  Senti 
ments.  Olympiodorus  in  Phiedonem,  Pythagoreos  animani 
ex  harmonia  ait  compofuifTe.  Gale  in  Jamblich.  de  My  ft.  p. 
226.  And  fome  others  of  the  fame  Seel  feem  to  have  run 
into  very  extravagant  and  wild  Notions  concerning  the  hu 
man  Soal.  Ariftotle  affures  us  that  many  of  them  agreed  even 
with  Dcmocritus  and  Leucippus,  and  confider'd  the  Soul  as  no 
thin  more  than  mere  Atoms.  Eo»*g  ^  x.ou  TO  7r«^<*  rw  Hv§ct~ 
TW  avrnv  S^SM  otumotv  (as  the  Principles  of  De- 

ttiocritus 


1 '3] 

have  accofted  his  Friend  on  the  fame  Qccafion  ? 
Why,  in  the  very  fame  Language, 

Refpice  item  quam  nil  ad  nos  antea&a  vetuftas 
Temporis  a^terni  fucrit,  quam  nafcimur  ante. 
Hoc  igitur  nobis  fpeculum  Natura  futuri 
Temporis  exponit,   poft  mortem  denique  no- 
ftram. 

Lucretius. 

So  much  for  Pythagoras  and  his  Followers. 
The  learned  Writer  undertakes  to  demonfirate 
their  Belief  of  another  Life  :  And  for  this  he 
appeals  to  their  conftant  and  invariable  Profeffions 
on  this  Head.  But,  in  oppofition  to  this,  we 
have  Ihewn  that  they  were  far  from  being  uniform 
and  confident  in  what  they  taught  on  .this  Point. 
Having  .there fore  overturned  the  very  Foundation 
on  which  he  builds,  we  need  give  ourfelves  no 
farther  Trouble  ;  we  may  now  leave  his  pretend 
ed  Demonftration  to  fliift  for  itfelf,  as  it  bed  may. 

Let  us  go  next  to  Ariftotle.  .and  his  Difciples  : 
And  here  the  learned  Writer  gives .  us  but  one 

mccritus  and  Zeiieippittj ttysurotv  */%,%  riv^  atruy,  *YXHNE!NAI 
TA  EN  Tii  AEPI  2  fSMATA.  De  Anima,  1,2-  In  faying  this; 
I  am  far  from  any  Thought  of  infmuating  that  this  was  the 
general  Sentiment  of  this  Sett.  All  that  1  endeavour  and  in- 
tend  to  ftievv,  is  the  Raftmefs  and  Unreafonablenefs  of  what 
tins  learned  Man  has  been  pleafed  to  aflert  in  fo  very  dogma 
tical  and  overbearing  a  Manner,  viz.  that  no  Follower  of  Py- 
tbagaras  could  be  fuppofed  to  deny  the  Exiilence  of  the  Soul, 
either  in  a  prior  or  future  State. 

As  for  the  reft,  I  readily  allow  that  the  general  Principles 
of  this  School,  fuppos'd  the  Exigence  of  .the  Soul  after  Death ; 
hat  then  they  confined  it  to  Migrations  from  one  Body  to  ano 
ther  by  a  Neceffity  merely  pkyficaL  Here  then  was  no  room  for 
the  Belief  of  future  Rewards  and  Punimments,  in  the  proper 
and  exact  Senfe  of  thofe  Words.  As  to  this  Teles t  the  learned 
Qataker  fpeaks  of  him  in  the  following  Manner,  in  1.  5. 
§  3  3 .  of  Antoninus :  Teles  Pjtbagoricus,  de  exilio,  apud  Sto- 
basum  torn.  2.  tit.  40. 

B  3  Teflimony, 
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Teftimony,  and  that  from  the  Piece  De  Mundo. 
"  Ariftotk  fays,  Juitice  is  always  the  Attendant 
"  of  God,  to  punifh  thofe  who  depart  from  the 
"  divine  Laws :  Whoever  therefore  will  be  blef- 
"  fed  and  happy  (hereafter)  ought  immediately 
"  in  the  Beginning  of  his  Life  to  be  Partaker  of 
"  her."  p.  96.  But  does  not  Mr.  J.  know  that 
this  very  Piece  has  been  difcarded  and  fet  afide, 
by  Men  of  the  firft  Name  in  the  learned  World, 
as  not  really  belonging  to  drift o tie  ?  Have  not 
the  two  Scanners,  If.  Cafaubon^  Salmafius^  Dan. 
Hehtfnts,  Gaffendi,  with  feveral  other  Critics  of 
the  firft  Rank,  long  fmce  endeavoured  to  prove 
that  it  is  no  Treatife  of  his  ?  And  if  others  have 
declared  for  the  contrary  Opinion,  yet  furely  the 
Point  is  not  yet  determined  in  their  Favour,  nor  is 
the  Book  in  Difpute  ccwinonly  received  as  the 
Work  of  drift  o  tie.  He  introduces  it  thus,  "  dri- 
"  ftotle  fays."  Would  not  any  one  now  imagine 
that  he  appeals  to  fome  real  and  undoubted  Work 
tf  drift  o  tie  ?  As  his  Argument  reds  on  this  fingle 
Authority,  would  not  any  one  have  prefumed  it 
fhould  have  been  fo  circumilanced,  that  no  rea- 
fonable  Exception  could  lie  againfl  it  h  ? 

With 

h  What  is  it  which  I  here  cenfure  but  this.  That  our  Author 
fhould  have  appealed  to  fome  undoubted  Work  of  An  ftotle  ? 
fome  Work  which  was  vniverfatty  allow'd  to  belong  to  him  ; 
to  which  no  reafonable  Exception  could  be  raifed  on  this  Score  ? 
What  then  had  he  .to  do  in  this  Cafe  ?  Why,  to  fhew  that 
this  Piece  De  Mundo  was  a  real  and  u.nqueflioned  Work  of 
j&rijliitl£s  ?  And  how  does  he  fhew  this  ?  By  obferving  that ' 
ieveral  Critics  have  declared  it  to  be  genuine.  But  this  is  no 
more  than  what  I  had  allowed  before;  "  and  if  others  have' 
"  declared  for  the  contrary  Opinion,  yet  furely  the  Point  is 
•'  not  yet  determined  in  their  Favour."  If  then  our  Author 
would  fpeak  to  the  Purpofe,  he  dould  fhew  that  the  Point  is 
already  deterwmtd  in  their  Favour.  Otherwife  'tis  doubful 
and  uncertain  whether  this  Work  belongs  to  Arifatk ;  and 

therefore 
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With  regard  then  to  Ariftotle^  where  has-  he 
proved  his  conftant  Profeffion  of  another  Life  ? 
So  far  from  it,  he  has  not  hitherto  proved  that, 
he  ever  profeffed  it. 

And 

therefore  'tis  doubtful  and  uncertain,  fo  far  as  appears  by  Mr. 
J ackfot? s  Evidence,  whether  Ariftotie  ever  declared  for  ano 
ther  Life. 

Well,  but  "  letter  Evidence  than  mine  have  allowed  the 
"  Book,  and  cited  it  as  genuine.'*  That  is,  greater  Critics 
than  the  two  Scaligers,  J/.  Cafaubon,  Salmaftus,  Dan.  Heiu- 
Jius,  and  Gaffendi. — But  come,  'tis  well  it's  no  more.  To  con- 
fefs  the  Truth,  theleaft  I  expected  \vas  to  hear  them  all  called 
BLUNDERERS.  Who  then  are  thefe,  who  "  muft  needs  be 
"  better  Judges  of  the  Genuinenefs  of  ancient  Books  than  any 
"  modern  Authors  can  be?"  The  critical  Reader  will fmz/et 
as  little  difpofed  as  Critics  are  to  indulge  themfelves  in  this 
weaknefs,  when  he  hears  them  named.  They  are  Stoixzus 
an  old  blind  Scholiaft,  Apuleius  a  fanatic  Platonift,  and  Juftin, 
a  pious  Chrijiian  Martyr,  But  fee  now  the  trite  Judgment, 
and,  what  always  goes  along  with  it,  the  Equity,  of  our  Author. 
Three  Writers,  none  of  them  pretending  10  Criticiftn,  are 
oppofed  in  a  Point  of  Criticifm,  in  which  their  Age  gave  them 
no  Advantage,  to  half  a  Dozen  the  moft  confummate  Critics 
that  ever  lived :  While,  on  the  other  hand,  in  a  Matter  of 
Fact,  relating  to  ancient  Opinions,  Mr.  Jackfon  oppofes  his 
own  modern  Judgment  againft  Plutarch  who  was  a  Critic  in 
deed.  But  has  he  never  heard  that  many  Works  of  Antiquity 
which  have  pafTed  undifputed  amongft  the  melt  learned  An 
cients  have  been  detected,  to  the  Satisfaction  of  the  whole 
learned  World  by  modern  Critics  f  This  he  might  have  heard, 
tho'  I  don't  fufpedt  he  knows  any  thing  himfelf  of  the  vaft 
Improvements  made  in  the  Art  of  Criticifm  in  thefe  latter 
Ages. 

But  his  laying  fo  great  Strefs  on  the  Teftimony  of  Jujiin 
Martyr  does  Honour  to  his  Judgment.  WJuftin  was  fo  able 
to  judge  what  Works  properly  belonged  to  Arijloth,  one 
would  imagine  he  could  not  be  an  intire  Stranger  to  his  Senti 
ments  on  the  Point  in  queilion.  And  yet,  according  to  him, 
maintained  the  Mortality  of  the  Soul.  A£»r -r^r,;  &, 
ir  ^v^j  witstgut  OIK.  A0ANATON,  «Ma  feNHThN 
ctt  fixfarcu.  Paraen. 

At  laft,  confcious,  as  it  were,  that  this  Paflage  from  the 

Piece  De  Mundo  is  nothing  to  his  Purpofe,  he  will  now  fupply 

the  Vacancy  with  one  hvv\Plutarcht   "  who  fays,  Anjlotfc 

B  4  -  f  taught, 
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And  as  he  has  not  yet  proved,  fo  we  may  with 
out  Prefumprion  venture  to  affirm,  that  he  never" 
will -prove  the  Point  in  queftion.  He  mud  ririt 
let  afide  the  Authority  of  drift c tie  himfelf  ;•  the 
following  PafTages  will  prove  this,  and  therefore 
may  ferve  to  fhew  that  he  purfues  a  defperate 
Adventure,  whenever  he  engages  in  an  Under 
taking  of  this  kind  '.  In  one  Place  having  laid, 

"  That 


<f  taught,  that  the  Body  only  and  not  the  Soul  was  fubjeft 
"  to  Death,  for  that  the  Soul  did  not  die."  To  fee  how 
Things  will  change  !  O  World  tby  Jlipperty  Tunis  !  as  the  Poet 
fays.  This  Plutarch,  who  was  but  now  a  great  BLUNDERER, 
?,nd  whole  Word,  would  not  be  taken  for  a  Farthing  when  he 
?nfwers  for  the  Opinion  of  Epicharmuf,  no  fooner  tells  us 
what  was  che  Opinion  of  Ariftoile  on  the  very  fame  Point,  but 
he  becomes  irrefragable.  Tis  pity  that  fo  neat  a  Piece  of 
faffe-paffefaou\&  be  thrown  away  to  no  Purpofe.  Foragainft 
Whom  does  he  urge  this  Teftimony  of  Arijlotle  for  the  Soul's 
Immortality  ?  Not  again/I  Mr.  Warlurton  fure,  who  has  not 
pnly  allowed,  but  even  aflerted  that  Arijloth  held  the  Immor 
tality  of  the  Soul.  But  this  was  very  confident  with  the  Dif- 
belief  of  all  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments,  as  the  Soul  was 
to  be  refolved  into  the  divine  Subitance,  and,  in  confequence 
of  this  Refufion,  to  lofe  its  fe pa. rate  and  diftinft  Exiftence. 

But,  what  is  flill  worfe,  Plutarch  does,  in  the  very  Book 
from  which  this  Testimony  is  brought,  allure  us,  that,  ac 
cording  A?  Ariflotle,  the  $oul  was  MORTAL.  A^foraXr?  KKI 
£ir.z.',a.£W.j  TO  x.a.tf  wbzcruzo-p'.v  [Mvcv  TrstPeic-ayoic-i,  A0ANATON 
MiMElNAI  SYNOM'ZONTES  THN  *TXHN,^«oy  ^  rtvo?  [A<TS~ 
X':v  avrLu.  Deplacitis  1.  5.1.  And  if  Mr.  J.  has  any  better 
way  of  reconciling  thefe  apparent  Inconfiftencies .  in  the 
fame  Author  than  by  the  Doctrine  of  the  Refufion,  he  would 
oblige  the  World  with  the  Difcovery. 

'  In  the  firft  Edition  I  allcdged  two  Quotations  to  prove  that 
Anfioik  fometimes  fpoke  of  a'future  State  with  Diffidence  and 
Doubt.  In  his  Ethics  (o  Nicom.  (i.  ip.)  he  propofes  it  as  a 
Problem,  "  Whether  any  Man  can  be  happy  after  Death/* 
and  afks,  "  Whether  this  would  not  be  firangely  abfurd,  ac- 
"•'  cording  to  his  own  Syftem,  which  fuppofes  that  Happinefs 
"  confiftb  in  Operation."  I  will  now  give  thefe  Paffages  with 
the  Context.  He  begins  the  Chapter  thus  :  "  May  then  no 
"  Man  be  denominated  happy,  while  he  remains  in  Life,  but 

"  rnuft 


"•  That  many  of  the  Powers  and  Faculties  of 
*c  Man  would  be  deftroyed  at  Death,'*  he  adds, 
«'  But  the  Mind  perhaps  is  more  Divine,  and  not 
<e  fo  liable  to  Corruption  and  Decay."  O^v** 
t<rw?  S-MOT^OV  T/,  xat  airaS'ts  t?w.  De  anima, 
i,  5.  Again.  ''  As  to  the  Mind  and  Under- 
"  Handing,  we  can  pronounce  nothing  certain 
**  concerning  it.  But  it  feems  to  be  a  kind  of 

"  Soul, 


"  mud:  we,  according  to  Solon,  wait  for  the  Day  of  his 
"•  Death  before  we  pronounce  him  fo  ?  And  if  we  allow  this, 
*'  is  he  to  be  fuppofed  happy  after  his  Departure  out  of  t hit' 
"  Life?  Or  would  not  this  be  ft  range  ly  abfurd,  efpecially  ac- 
"  cording  to  my  own  Syflem,  which  makes  Happinefs  con  ft/I  in 
"  Operation  ?  Now  if  we  do  not  pronounce  the  dead  Man  happy, 
"  and  if  Solon  did  not  mean  that  the  Dead  enjoy  any  real 
"  Happinefs,  but  only  that  they  might  be  called  happy,  as 
*'  being  out  of  the  Reach  of  all  Evil  and  Mifery  ;  even  dill 
there  will  be  room  for  Difficulties  and  Doubts.  For  there 
feems  to  be  fomething  Good  and  Evil  to  the  Dead,  as  well 
as  there  is  to  the  Living,  alths?  he  is  infenfible  of  it,  and 
does  not  really  perceive  it,  as  Honour  and  Difgrace,  and  the 
good  and  ill  Fortune  of  his  Children  and  Polterity."  Now 
is  not  my  Inference  modeft  and  temperate  enough,  when  I 
only  endeavour  to  prove  from  hence  that  Arijloth  fometimes 
fpeaks  of  a  future  State  with  Diffidence  and  Doubt  ?  For  does 
he  not  evidently  argue  on  the  Suppofition  that  there  was  no 
future  State  ?  'Or  what  was  this  Good  and  Evil,  of  which  Men 
v/ere  not  to  be  fen  fib  !e,  and  which  they  were  not  to  perceive  ? 

I  had  cited  another  PafTage  from  Jlrijlotle,  c.  1 1.  in  which 
he  fays,  "  It  may  be  difputed  whether  the  Dead  are  fenfible 
"  of  any  Happinefs  or  Mifery."  The  Point  he  propofes  to 
debate,  is,  *'  Whether  the  Dead  were  affected  with  the  good 
"  or  ill  Fortune  of  their  Friendb  and  Relations."  But,  fays 
he,  it  may  be  queftion'd  whether  the  Dead  are  fenfible  of 
any  Happinefs  or  Mifery.  And  on  Suppojjtion  that  they  were, 
he  declares  that  the  Happinefs  or  Mifery  of  others  would  have 
a  very  flight  and  inconfiderable  ErFecl  upon  them;  would  not 
Deprive  thofe  of  Happinefs  who  were  already  in  Pofleffion  of 

it,  or  confer  it  upon  thofe  who  were  already  miferable. • 

When  he  fpeaks  of  the  Happinefs  and  Mifery  of  the  Dead, 
I  fuppofe  that  he  fpeaks  only  hypothetically,  or  upon  fuppo- 
ftfion  that  there  was  to  be  a  future  Stale.  And  indeed  no 

other 
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cc  Soul,  and  the  only  kind  that  can  exift  fepa- 
"  rate  and  diltinct  from  Body,  as  an  immor- 
*<  tal  Subftance  from  one  that  is  mortal."  1.  2_,  2. 
JI?£i  <?€  rx  \%  KQLI  vys  S-Wfqrnuis  dwcipiug  OTAEIKi 
$ANEPON.  «AA  EOIKE  vj/v^?  $uo$  er^ 
TKTO  /xcvov  *v&X,zr#i  ^w^soS-an,  jta3-<*7T€£  TO 


But  let  us  come  to  Paffages  of  more  Impor 
tance  ;  in  which  he  delivers  his  Opinion  in  more 
pofitive  and  direct  Terms.  Speaking  of  his  Agens 
intelleftuS)  or  active  Intellect,  he  .declares  ".That 
*6  this  only  is  immortal  and  eternal  ,  and  that  the 
«c  paflive  intellect  is  mortal  V  Since  then  he 
declares  that  the  active  Intellect  only  was  immor 
tal,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  flate  and  explain  what 
he  means  by  thefe  Words;  for  if  the  human 

Other  Method  of  Interpretation  will  be  confident  with  what 
he  him  felt  delivers  on  this  very  Point  in  the  laft  Chapter. 
But  Mr.y.  affures  us,  that  this  Paflage  of  Arijlotle  makes 
diredly  againft  me.  And  iiow  does  he  prove  this  ?  Why, 
from  thefe  Words,  "  It  feems  therefore  (adds  he,  <vtz.  Arl- 
"  jlotle]  that  the  Dead  are  fomewhat  affected  with  the  Prof- 
**  perity  and  Adverfity  of  their  Friends,  but  fo,  and  in  fuch 
tf  a  Degree,  as  neither  to  make  thofe  unhappy  who  are  hap- 
"  py,  or  vice  verfa."  p.  21.  Now,  unluckily,  this  Paffage 
does  not  belong  to  Ariflotk  ;  it  contains,  as  Vicfortus  obferves, 
the  Words  of  fome  Scholiafr,  that  were  afterwards  inferred 
into  the  Text.  As  therefore  the  Gentleman's  Argument  re 
ceives  all  its  Force  from  the  Suppofition  that  thefe  were  the 
Words  of  Arijlotle,  I  need  flay  no  longer  upon  it. 

However  let  it  be  obferved  that  no  great  Strefs  was  laid  on 
this  Teftimony.  It  was  only  brought  to  (hew  that  Arijlotle 
fometimes  fpoke  of  a  future  State  with  Uncertainty  and 
Doubt  j  and  that  he  did  fo,  is  very  clear  from  other  Places. 
If  therefore  any  Exceptions  be  made  to  what  I  have  obferv'd 
on  this  PaiTage,  I  am  not  fo  fond  of  my  Interpretation,  as  to 
engage  further  in  the  Defence  of  it.  Whatever  may  be  ob 
jected  to  the  Exaclnefs  of  this  particular  Quotation,  it  makes 
no  Alteration  in  the  Queftion  itfelf.  The  Point  which  it  was 
alledged  to  prove,  is  fufnciemly  made  good  by  many  others. 


7cy  Jtai  tHftWm 

Sou! 
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Soul  was  not  fuppofed  to  be  really  and  actually 
a  Part  of  this  Agem  intdlettus,  it  could  not  be 
fuppofed  to  be  immortal  on  the  Principles  of 
Artftotk.  "  Now  what  Ariftotle's  agent  Under- 
"  ftanding  is,  and  whether  it  be  any  Thing  in 
u  us,  any  Faculty  of  our  human  Soul  or  no, 
"  feems  to  be  a  thing  very  questionable,  and  has 
"  therefore  caufed  much  Difpute  amongft  his  In- 
'*'  terpreters  ;  it  being  refolved  by  many  of  them 
"  to  be  the  divine  Intelleft \  and  commonly  by 
<c  others,  a  foreign  Thing."  Cudwortb's  Intel 
lect.  Syfl.  p.  55. 

If  it  was  fom'ething  foreign,  'tis  impoflible 
that  Ariftotle  mould  maintain  the  Immortality  of 
the  human  Soul ;  becaufe  he  exprefsly  declares 
that  his  Agens  intelleffus  only  was  immortal. 

If  the  Agens  intellect  us  and  the  divine  Intellect 
were  one  and  the  farne,  what  will  become  of  the 
Immortality  of  the  human  Soul  ?  Mr.  Jackfon's 
Principles  will  not  fuffer  him  to  afiert,  that  the 
human  Soul  was  the  fame  with  the  divine  In- 
tellett. 

The  general  Opinion  indeed  is,  that  the  Agens- 
intellettus  of  Ariftotk  was  the  very  Cime  with  the 
Anima  mundi  of  Pythagoras  and  Plato.  Let  then 
our  Author  tell  us,  was  the  human  Soul  fuppofed 
to  be  Part  of  the  Anima  mundi  or  not  ?  If  he 
anfwers  in  the  Affirmative,  he  mud  give  up  one 
main  Part  of  the  Controverfy,  as,  he  allows  that 
the  Soul  of  Man  was  confider'd  as  Part  of  the 
univerfal  Soul,  or  God.  If  he  anfwers  in  the 
Negative,  he  muft  no  longer  infill  that  the  human 
Soul,  according  to  Arittotle^  was  immortal ;  be 
caufe  Ariftotk  himfelf  declares  that  nothing  was 
immortal  but  the  active  Intellect. 

But  to  proceed  ^  it  .evidently  appears  from  Ari- 
ftoile  himfelf,  that  all  particular  Senfations   and 

Reflections 
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fie&ions  were  to  ceafe  at  Death.  He  tells  us  that 
the  Soul  would  not  joy  or  grieve,  love  or  bate, 
nor  be  fubjedl  to  any  Paffions  of  this  kind  after 
its  Separation  from  the  Body.  This,  it  may  be 
faid,  relates  only  to  the  animal  Life.  But  let  it 
be  obferved  that  the  Soul  was  to  be  deprived  of 
all  its  intdledtual  and  reafoning  Faculties,  as 
well  as  the  Paffions  and  Affeclioas  above  men 
tion  Jd  ;  it  was  no  longer  to  remember,  thinky>or. 
underftand  J,  and  muft  it  not  therefore  be  abfolute-- 
Jy  loft  to  all  the  Purpofes  and  Intents  of  another 
Life  ? 

We  may  then  be  certain  that  an  ancient  Writer 
did  not  carry  his  Cenfure  too  far,  when  he  charges 
him  with  denying  a  future  State,  and  giving  great 
Encouragement  to  Men  of  perverfe  and  wicked 
Difpofitions  by  this  Doctrine  m.  I  will  give  an 
other 

!TO  £=  AIAXOEIS0AT,  aai.fcl.AEIN,  tj.  MIIEIN,  cuz  ir»f  items 


fAivov,  CVTZ  MNHMOiVETEI,  CUTE  <t>rAEI.  De  Anima,  1.5.  And  in 
the  PafTage  laft  cited,  having  declared  that  the  active  Intelktt 
only  was  immortal  arid  eternal,  he  adds,  ov  ^^ovevo^sv  ^. 
o  o:  T8TO  fjisv  aTra^j?  oo£  Trai) vrt/tos  vov$  ^a^Toj.  KAI  ANE I  TOT- 
TOY  OYAEN  NOEI  3,  6. 


111  CK.V  OVTOI;  yi  X.CLI  cvvcfyuvirvis  TUV  tttovTav  ct.ix.eiv. 


not:  yap  TK  tto&$H9fi%  uv,  xoti  Tat;  'it$(*aifty&iS 


OTAE 

ETI  HN,  ETot/VCO?  CiV   lh§0l    7T£G£  TO  %a^^E<7$«t  Tfltl?  ETT^t'^ia;?.     Ell- 

feb.  Praep.  Evan.  15,5.  They  are  the  Words  of  ^///V«j  Severus. 
<bo£tpvraTov  o'o  $aj»«To,-.  9re^ac  ya^.  Ifijfi^Jfr  rn  'TW  TtOvgfifVl  ^c;:c-i, 
«re  ct-yaOov,  »T£  xa«o^  ttvat.  Eth.  ad  Ni.  3,6.  Mr.  y.  tran- 
flates  the  Words  thus,  "  Deatli  is  the  moft  dreadful  (of 
Evils  :)  For  it  is  the  laft  of  Evils,  or  the  Period  of  them, 
and  after  this  there  remains,  as  it  feems^  to  the  Dead  no 
Senfe,  of  either  Good  or  Evil.  -  -Death  is  the  moll  • 
dreadful  of  all  Evils."  How  fo?  Why,  becaufe  it  is  "  the 
laft  of  Evils,  or  the  Period  of  them."  Excellent  !  as  if 
the  Ancients  would  have  called  it,  "  the  moft  dreadful  of  all 
''  Evils,"  barely  becaufe  it  was  to  put  a  Period  to  all  Ewih, 

When 
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other  Pafifage  from  Arijlotle  himfelf :  "  Death* 
"  fays  he,  is  of  all  Things  the  mod  terrible ;  for 
"  it  is  the  final  Period  of  Existence  ;  and  beyond 

«c  that 

When  they  confider  Death  in  this  Light,  they  reprefent  it  as 
a  Benefit  and  Advantage.  This  appears  from  the  Words  of 
Caefar.  Cicero,  fpeaking  of  Death,  fays,  Sin  perimit  ac  de- 
let  omnino,  quid  mellus  quam  in  mediis  witte  dolorilus  obdor- 
mifcere,  &  ita  conniventem  fomno  confopiri  fempiterno  ? 

I  Tllfc.  Oft?  ya.^  sv  'nroXAotcrtv,    ug  eya,  XXX.QIS   £»?,    naq  o^'  oyp^t 

xa-T^atvuv  KEPAOL  (po^ot.  Sophocles  Antig. 

But  Arijlotle  fays,  "  There  remr.ins,  as  it  feems,  to  the 

"  Dead  no  Senfe  of  either  Good  or  Evil."  Does  not  be  then 
fpeak  with  Diffidence  and  Doubt  ?  And  well  he  may,  whe"rt 
Mr.  Jackfon  undertakes  to  be  his  Interpreter.  But  there  is 

none  in  his  own  Greek,  s^iv  sri  ru  T^VSUTI  oocet,  «T«  aya^or, 
«TE  XCC.KOV  etvoti.  Which  is  literally — and  beyond  that,  it  appears, 
there  is  neither  Good  nor  Evil  for  the  Dtad  Man  to  dread  or 
hope.  The  Ambiguity,  from  which  the  fuppofed  Diffidence 
arifes,  is  only  in  Mr.  Jack/art's  Englijh.  Befides,  fuppofe 
Arijlotle  to  intimate  any  Diffidence  and  Doubt  of  a  future 
State  in  the  lad  Words,  you  make  him  contradict  himfelf 
in  the  very  lame  Breath.  "  Death,  fays  he,  is  the -End  of 
*'  our  Being  ;  no,  adds  he,  it  is  not  the  End;  it  only  feems 
"  to  be  the  End  of  our  Being." 

But  Mr.  y.  very  gravely  afks,  <l  What  has  this  PafT^ge  to 
"  do  with  a  future  State  ?  "  p.  23 .  To  do,  does  he  a{k  ?  Why, 
what  has  the  Night  to  do  with  Darknefs,  or  Mr.  Jackfon 
with  his  own  abfurd  Reafoning  ?  Are  they  not  both  connected 
by  a  Neceffity  of  Nature  ?  By  long  Controverfy  the  Man  has 
not  only  difputed  away  other  People's  Senfe,  but  his  own. 

He  objects  too  to  my  Verfion.  J  have  tranflated  n^ac, 
The  final  Period  of  Exigence.  He  tranflates  it,  the  lafl  of  Evils, 
or  the  Period  of  them.  The  Abfurdity  of  which  I  have  ex- 
pofed  above;  fo  that  even  the  unlearned  Reader  fees  his  can 
not  be  right.  At  the  fame  time  he  fees  that  mine  ma\\  be- 
caufe  the  lad  Part  of  this  PafTage  plainly  coniirms  it.  For  if 
Death  was  not  the  final  Period  of  our  Being  ;  why  might  there 
not  feem  to  be  fome  real  Mifery  and  Happinefs  beyond  it  ? 

Hoc  magis  de  vulgarium,  quam  de  Ariitotelis  ipfius  fenten- 
tia  diftum  eft.  Muret.  in  ver.  rh^a;.  He  would  not  willingly 
allow  that  Arijlotle  entertained  this  very  impious  and  abfurd 
.Notion.  However,  as  to  the  Meaning  of  this  Word,  he  knew 
it  could  admit  of  no  Difpute. 

B  7  *  U 
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"  that,  it  appears,  there  is  neither  Good  nor  Evil 
"  for  the  dead  Man  to  dread  or  hope."  Mr. 
Botte,  referring  to  this  very  Teftimony,  fays, 
<c  The  Pafifage  cited  out  vtAriftotlfs  Ethics,  is 
"  decifwe  enough?*  p.  152.  It  is  indeed  much 
the  fame  with  this  ofCafaf,  In  luclu  atque  miferiis, 
mortem  aerumnarum  requiem,  non  cruciatum  efle, 
earn  cunfta  mortalium  mala  diffolvere ;  ultra  neque 
cur<e  neque  gaudio  locum  effe.  Salluft  Waf.  Ed.  p. 
161  *.  Our  Author  objects  to  my  Tranflation  of 
this  PafTage  of  Aristotle  \  "  The  Words  to  dread 
"  or  hope  are  to  ftand  for  the  Senfe  of  a  fingle 
"  Verb  («v*<)  which  fignifies  neither  of  them." 
And  why  not  ?  It  would  be  well  if  he  never 
made  worfe  Subftitutes.  Ariflotle  fays,  "  The 
"  dead  Man  has  no  Senfe  of  Good  or  Evil." 
And  does  not  this  necefiarily  imply  that  there  was 
nothing  for  him  to  dread  or  hope?  How  then  do 
I  make  this  PafTage  bear  more  than  it  will  ftridly 
carry  ?  Would  we  know  what  feveral  of  his  Fol 
lowers  thought  of  this  Point  ?  Stobteus  mall  in 
form  us.  Now  he  tells  us  very  plainly,  that  they 
fuppofed  the  Soul  to  be  a  mere  Quality  ;  that  it 
would  at  Death  be  refolved  «?  TO  p;  «v#/,  or  funk 
into  a  State  of  Non-exiftence  n, 

Let 

*  //  would  le  firange  (Mr.  J.  tells  us)  for  Ariftotle  to  fay y 
that  beyond  a  State  of  Non-exigence  there  was  no  Good  or  E<vil 
for  the  Dead  to  dread  or  hope,  p.  23.  How  low  will  a  di- 
ilreffed  Caviller  defcend!  Ariftotle  forms  no  fuch  fenfelefs 
Propofition  :  What  he  fays  is  this,  that  Death  is  the  Period 
of  our  Being ;  and  then,  by  way  of  Amplification,  adds, 
and  beyond  it  there  is  no  real  Happinefs  or  Mijery.  But  when 
Mr.  y.  wants  a  Cover  for  his  Blunders,  it  is  fit  that  Ariflotle 
himfelf,  tho'  never  luxuriant  in  the  Drefs  of  Words,  fhould 
go  naked. 

n  Et  $E  uq  SvvotfA 

cr<yf*ctlo?,  ty 
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Let  us  come  to  the  Stoics.  And  they  too,  we 
mall  find,  have  often  proclaimed  their  Difbelief  of 
another  Life,  in  the  moft  abfolute  and  ftrong 
Terms.  The  following  Teftimonies  will  prove 
this  beyond  all  Exception,  and  fo  may  ferve  to 
inform  us,  that  the  learned  Author  has  all  along 
been  impofing  a  fanciful  Hypothefis,  as  contrary 
to  the  Evidence  of  all  Antiquity,  as  it  is  to  the 
Principles  of  the  D.  L. 

Quid  hoc  eft,  inquam,  mors  tarn  fepe  expe- 
ritur  me?  faciat.  at  ego  illam  diu  expertus  fum. 
quando,  inquis  ?  antequam  nafcerer.  mors  eft  non 
elTe.  id  quale  fit  jam  icio,  hoc  erit  poft  me  quod 
ante  me  fuit.  fiquid  in  hac  re  tormenti  eft,  ne- 
ceiTe  eft  et  fuifTe  antequam  prodiremus  in  lucem. 
Atqui  nullam  fenfimus  tune  vexationem.  Rogo 
non  ftultiffimum  dicas,  fi  quis  exiftimet  lucernse 
pejus  eiTe  cum  extincta  eft,  quam  antequam  ac- 
cencieretur  ?  Nos  quoque  accendimur  et  extingui- 
mur,  medio  illo  temppre  aliquid  patimur.  Utrun- 
que  vero  alta  fecurrtas  eft.  In  hoc  enim,  mi  Lucili, 
mil  fallor,  erramus,  quod  mortem  judicamus  fe- 
qui,  quum  ilia  et  prsecefferk  et  fecutura  fit.  Quic- 
quid  ante  nos  fuit,  mors  eft.  Quid  enim  referC 
utrum  non  incipias  an  definas,  cum  utriufque  rei 
hie  fit  eftedlus,  non  efle  ?  The  learned  Gataker 
refers  us  to  this  very  PaiTage  as  a  Proof  that  Se- 

oe  ya,p  &u,  xtv*!«w?  •arpOEjirn'  EIS  TO  MH  EINAI,  aXX* 
TO  MH  EINAI  aVirarcti  K%gaya$  KSH  O.VBV  $$o%y.<;, 
o:  KCH  Sfiv  OT*  £f»)  aO^Cii;?.  oiov  af^ciTn^,  EXXapt/Tri^rr/g,— — — — » 
HE  nOAAO^  nEPiUATETIKOi  AOSHS  CPOEISTHKASIN. 
Phyf.  Eel.  p.  1 1 6. 

Grotius  was  Co  far  from  fufpedling  that  Ariflotle  believed  a 
future  State,  that  he  puts  him  on  the  fame  Foot  with  Epicurus 
himfelf  in  this  Refped.  Speaking  of  this  Dodlrine,  he  fays, 
"  Gentes  vero  nuilam  habebant  ea  de  re  divinam  Revelati- 
"  onem.  Epicurus  et  Arijlottlet  mbil  ejus  credebar.t?  Ephef. 
ii.  12, 

yieca 
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neca  fometimes  declared  againft  a  future  State. 
(Prteloquium  to  Antoninus  °.) 

Brevis 

0  A7//  admlmri  ivas  the  great  Principle  of  Horace's  wife 
Man :  I  am  fare  it  ought  to  be  the  fir  it  Preparative  of  Mr. 
Jack/arts  wife  Readers.  •  Without  this  Viaticum  they  will  be 
in  Danger  of  falling  into  Surprize  at  this  Author's  Obfervatioh 
on  this  Paflage  from  Seneca. — **  Seneca,  fays  he,  is  (peaking 
"  only  of  fenfitive  and  bodily  Palfionsj  of  the  Pain  and  Death 
*'  which  puts  an  End  to  the  animal  Life,  and  all  the  Affec- 
"  dons  of  it."  p.  26. 

But  does  not  this  learned  Man  know,  that  this  of  Seneca  is 
the  very  Language  which  the  Epicureans  thcmfelves  ufe  ?  The 
very  Language  which  the  Ancients  often  employ,  when  they 
profefiedly  defign  to  reprefent  Death  as  the  utter  End  and 
Extinction  of  our  Being  ?  That  this  was  the  Language  of 
£picurus,  appears  by  the  Veffes  cited  from  Lucretius  in  the 
firil  Article.  An  Epicurean  in  Cicero  delivers  himfelf  to  ths 
fame  Purpofe  :  Mortem  contemnit,  qua  qui  affe&i  funt,  in 
eadem  caufa  funt,  qua  antdquam  nati.  De  Fin.  1.  i.  Omnibus 
a  fuprema  die  eadem,  qu'ae  ante  primum.  Nee  magis  a  marts 
fcnfus  ullus  aut  corpori  aut  animos  quam  ante  natahm.  Plin. 
Nat.  Hift.  1.  7.c.  55.  Plutarch,  arguing  on  the  Suppofition; 
that  Death  was  the  full  End  and  Deitrudion  of  our  Being,, 
has  ufed  the  fame  Language  a.*  Seneca.  "  In  this  Cafe,  fays 
•'  he,  we  fhould  be  deprived  of  all  Senfe ;  as  we  Ihculd  be 
"  incapable  of  all  Happinefs,  fo  we  mould  be  fecure  from  all 
"  Evil.  Mifery  muft  have  a  Subject  to  inhere  in  as  well  as 
"  Happinefs.  But  that  which  is  become  nothing,  and  funk 
"  into  a  State  of  utter  Extinction,  is  not  fenfible  of  either. 
*'  The  Dead  therefore  return  to  the  fame  State  which  they 
"  were  in  before  their  Birth.  As  therefore  we  neither  per- 
"  ceiv'd  Good  nor  Evil  before  we  enter'd  into  the  World,  fo 
"  vve  ihall  perceive  neither  after  we  depart  out  of  it.  As  we 
"  are  no  ways  intended  in  thofe  Things  which  happen'd 
"  prior  to  our  Birth,  fo  neither  are  we  in  what  may  be  after 
"  our  Death."  Ad  Apollonium  Xyl.  E.  109.  where  there 
is  much  more  to  the  fame  Purpofe.  Cicero,  in  one  Part  of  the 
firft  Tufculan,  reafons  on  the  Suppofttion  that  the  Soul  was 
mortal ;  and  to  reprefent  our  State  and  Condition  after  Death 
in  this  very  Cafe,  he  has  chofe  to  exprefs  himfelf  in  the  fame 
Manner  with  Seneca :  Natura  fe  fie  habet;  ut,  quo  modo 
initium  nobis  rerum  omnium  ortusnofter  adferat,  lie  exitum 
mors.  Ut  nihil  pertinuit  ad  nos  ante  ortum,  fie  nihil  poft 
mortem  pertinebit.  c.  38. 

Mr, 


, 

Brevis  morbus  et  prasceps  alterutrum  facit,  aut 
extinguetur  aut  extinguet.  quid  enim  interel>2 
non  fit,  an  non  fim  ?  In  utroque  finis  dolendi 
eft.  Ep.  79. 

Illud  potius  admone  nullum  mail  fenfum  ad 
eum  qui  periit  pervenire.  Nam  fi  pervenit, 
non  periit.  Nulla,  inquam,  cum  res  Isedit, 
qui  nullus  eft.  Vivit,  fi  keditur.  Utrum  putas 
ilii  male  efie,  quod  nullus  eft,  an  quod  eft  adhuc 
aliquis  ?  Atqui  nee  ex  eo  poteft  ei  tormentum 
effe,  quod  non  eft  •,  quis  enim  nullius  fenfus  eft? 
nee  ex  eo  quod  eft ;  effugit  enim  maximum  mor 
tis,  non  efle.  Ep.  100  P. 


Mr.  J.  referring  to  this  very  Paffage  of  Seneca,  fays,  "  I 
allow  him  that  Seneca  fpeaks  his  real  Opinion  to  his  Friend 
Lucilius,  and  a  Philofopher  too  ;  and  it  would  be  ridiculous 
to  fuppofe  that  he  amus'd  him  With  any  exoteric  or  vul 
gar  Opinions ;  or  did  not  communicate  his  real  internal 
Sentiments  in  the  private  Epiftles  wrote  to  him.  /  hope  I 
have  conceded  as  much  as  be  defires"  p.  26,  7.  He  does 
indeed  concede  all  that  I  defire'j  enough,  I  am  fure,  to  con* 
fute  and  overthrow  his  whole  Hypothecs.  It  is  agreed  that 
we  are  to  look  for  the  real  Sentiments  of  Seneca  in  this  Epiftle, 
and  that  Seneca  in  this  Epiftle  does  abfolutely  exclude  all  fu 
ture  Rewards  and  Punifhments  I  need  only  appeal  to  the  Paf- 
fages  above-cited.  However,  to  confirm  this  I  will  add  one 
more. 

An  toti  morimur  ?  Nullaque  pars  maaet 
Noftri ;  cum  profugo  fpiritus  halitu 
Jmmiilus  nebulis  celfit  in  aera  ? 


Poft  mortem  nihii  eft,  ipfaque  mors  nihil 

Velocis  fpatii  meta  noviffima. 

Queeris  quo  jaceas  poft  obit um  loco  ? 

Quo  non  nata  jacent. 

Mors  individua  eft  noxia  corpori> 

Nee  parcens  animae. 

Seneca's  Troa^.^ 

t  It  is  almoft  unpardonable  to  trouble  the  Reader  with  more 

Citations  in  fo  very   clear  a  Cafe ;  however,  he  will  be  fo 

fair  and  candid,  as  to  confider  who  it  was  that  made  i£  necef* 

C  iary. 


Let  us  pafs  on  from  Seneca  to  Epiffetus.  Mr 
£?//£  readily  allows  that  he  had  not  entertain'd 
any  proper  Notion  of  a  future  State.  "  It  mult 

"  not 


fary.  Our  Author  infifts  that  thefe  two  PaiTages  do  not  come 
up  to  the  Point  I  contend  for  ;  and  yet  the  Ancients  me  the 
fame  Language  at  the  Time  they  would  reprefent  Death, 
as  -the  abfolute  Ruin  and  Deftruclion  of  our  Beings.  It  is  in^ 
deed  the  very  Language  of  Epicurus,  QarctTcc  —  ttaev  T^.^a?.. 

tire-iofwip  OTOC.V  JAIV  yfAev;  u^v^   o  S<xvaro;  8  itoL^rvi.   CTO.V  &   o  <Sa- 

vy,-rt>$  Tns^tt,  TC$  ufiftf  wx.  t?ptv.  Diog.  Laer.  i  o,  1  2  5  .  And 
Cicero,  fpeaking  on  the  Suppofition  that  Death  was  a 
State  of  utter  Extinction,  fays,  In  quo  quid  poteft  effe  mali  ? 
Cum  mors  nee  ad  vivos  pertineat,  nee  act  raortuos  j  alteri  nul- 
li  funt,  alteros  non  adtingit.  \jl  TuJ.  38.  Hermachus,  a  Fol 
lower  of  Epicurus  ,  fpeaks  to  the  fame  Purpofe.  EvxaTa^c- 

vrjTo?  o  Sa'^aro?.   a,7T0c<.KTov  yoi.%  TO  sroiav,   rs  Trcta-^'.vro^  a-vr^-ripuix. 

Mors  facile  contemni  poteft.  Caufa  enim  efh'dens  irrita  fit, 
quum  patietis  interne.  Stobtfus,  Ser.  1  1  6. 

Debet  ejiim,  mi  fere  quoi  forte  aegreque  futurum  eft', 
Jpfe  quoque  efie  in  eo  turn  tempore,  quom  male  poilit 
Accidere.  ............  - 

Scire  licet  nobis  nihil  efie  in  morte  timendum, 
Nee  miferum  fieri,  qui  non  eft,  poile. 

Lucretius^  /.  3. 

As  to  Cicero,  Epicurus,  &c.  it  will  be  allowed  thar  thefe 
Expreilions,  when  ufed  by  them-,  do  actually  exclude  all  pof- 
fible  Notions  of  a  future  State  5,  and  I  muft  own  I  have  not 
Sagacity  enough  to  difcover,  how  they  can  include  it  when 
ufed  by  Seneca. 

So  much  for  thefe  three  Paflages.  I  will  now  add  a  Word 
or  two  to  explain  the  general  Dottrine  and  Profeffion  of  Seneca 
on  this  Point.  He  often  fpeaks  of  another  Life  with  great 
Diffidence,  Uncertainty,  and  Doubt  j  not  like  a  Ma*i  per- 
fuaded  of  its  Reality  and  Truth,  or  one  that  entertained  the 
Belief  of  it  on  any  folid  and  rational  Conviclion.  Quod  i: 
modo  folufcs  corporibus  anima;  manent,  felicior  illis  flatus  re- 
itat,  quam  eft  dum  verfantur  in  corpore.  Ep.  77.  Et  fortaffe, 
(fi  modo  fapientum  vera  fama  eft,  recipitque  nos  locus  aliquis) 
quern  pucamus  periiffe  prsiniflus  eft.  64.  As  to  the  Arguments 
which  were  brought  to  demonftrate  the  Immortality  of  the 
Sou!,  he  fays,  Credebam  enim  me  facilem  opinionihus  magno- 
rum  virorum,  rem  graviflimam  promittcntium  rnagis  quanx 
probantium,  Dabam  me  fpei  ;antic,  Jam  eram  faftidlo  mihi 

cum 


t*7l 

"  not  be  imagined,  he  had  the  leaft  fecrct 
"  Thought  of  better  Things  in  another  Place: 
"  Since  from  feveral  PafTages  in  his  Writings  it 

"  plainly 

cum  fubito  experrectus  Aim,  epiftola  tua  accepts,  ct  tarn 

bellum  fomnium  perdidi.  103.  And  here  I  cannot  but  take 
Notice,  that  he  fometimes  applies  this  very  Language  to  the 
Magnus  Animus  itfelf,  or,  as  Mr.  J.  calls  it,  the  Sou!  of  He 
roes.  Magnus  Animus  Deo  pareat,  et  quicquid  lex  univerii 
jubet,  fine  cun&atione  patiatur.  Aut  in  meliorem  emittitur 
vitam,  lucidms  tranquilliufque  inter  divina  maniurus,  aut  line 
ullo  futurus  incommodo,  naturae  fuas  remifcebitur,  &  rever- 
fetur  in  totum.  72.  And  what  fays  our  Defender  to  this  ?  Will 
he  have  Recourie  to  his  favorite  Distinction  between  the  fenfi- 
tive  and  intellectual  Soul?  Now  'tis  Pity  that  a  Diftinclion 
which  was  to  work  fuch  Wonders  5  was  to  folve  and  explain 
every  Difficulty  that  could  poffibly  be  urged  againft  him; 
fhould  be  utterly  unapplicable  to  every  Teitimony  here  pro 
duced.  In  one  Paflhge  Seneca  fpeaks  of  the  Soul,  whofe  Im 
mortality  the  Philofophers  endeavour'd  to  demonftrate.  And 
did  the  Philofophers  endeavour  to  demonflrate  that  the  fenfi- 
tive  Soul  was  to  be  Immortal  ?  In  the  other  Places  he  fpeaks 
of  the  Soul  which  was  to  enjoy  a  State  of  future  Happinefs 
in  Heaven,  if  any  future  Happincfs  was  to  be  enjoy'd  at  all. 

2.  In  the  following  Pailages  Seneca  denies  all  future  Punifh- 
ments  :  Maximum  malum  judicabis  mortem,  cum  ilia  nihil 
fittna/l,  nifi  quod  ante  ipiam  eit  timeri.  105.  Again,  fpeak- 
ing  of  a  dead  Friend,  he  fays,  Si  illius  nomine  doieo,  necefie 
alterutrum  ex  his  duobus  elTe  judicem.  Nam  fi  nullus  defunclis 
fenfus  eft,  evafit  omnia  frater  meus  vitae  incommoda,  et  in 
eum  reftitutus  eft  locum,  in  quo  fuerat,  ante  quam  nafceretur, 
et  expers  omnis  mali  niiiil  cupit,  nihil  paiitur.  quis  eit  iite 
furor,  pro  eo  me  ncmquam  dolere  dcfmere,  qui  nunquam  do- 
liturus  eft  ?  Si  eft  aliquis  defunfti  fenfus,  nunc  animus  fratris 
mei,  velut  ex  diutino  carcere  emiffjs,  rerum  naturae  fpeflaculo 

fruitur,   et   humaria    omnia  ex  fuperiore  loco  defpicit. • 

Quid  itaque  ejus  defiderio  maceror,  qui  aut  beatus  aut  nullus 
ejl?  Ad  Polyb.  27.  1  will  juft  add,  that  other  Paffages  are 
produced  from  him,  c.  4.  in  which  he  excludes  all  future 
Punimments  in  the  moft  abfolute  and  full  Terms. 

3.  In  the  Lift  Part  of  the  Piece  De  Confolatione  addrefs'd  to 
Martia,  he  fpeaks  of  the  future  Happineis  of  Heroes  ,-  and 
yet  c.  19.  he  fays,  Mors  omnium  dolorum  folutio  eit  et  finis, 
ultra  quam  mala  noftra  non  exeunt,  quae  nos  in  iilam  tranquil- 
litatem,  in  qua  antequam  nafeceremur  jacuimus,  reponit.  Si 
C  2  mortuorum. 


w  plainly  enough  appears,  he  had  no  Notion  of 
"  any  proper  Futurity."  Anfwer  to  the  D  L. 
p.  94.  But  let  Epifletus  anfwer  for  himfelf. 

Speaking 

mortuorum  aliquis  miferetur,  et  non  natorum  mifereatur.  Mart 
ncc  bonum  nee  malum  eft.  Id  enim  poteit  aut  bonum  auc  maium 
efTe,  quod  aliquidelt  :  quod  vero  ipiiun  nihil  eit,  et  omnia  ad 
mhi!  redigit,  nulli  nos  fortunae  tradit.  Mala  enim  bonaque 
circa  aliquam  verfantur  materiam.    In  another  PaiTage,  which 
I  have  often  quoted  fpeaking  of  the  Dead,  he  fays,  Qf/ttrmvA, 
non  pereunt.  Mors  INTERMIT  FIT  vitam,  non   eripit.  36. 
JBa/ii;,  an  Epicurean,  f peaks  of  Death,  as  the  utter  Extinction 
of  our  Being,  — Nee  xnagis  in  ipfa  quicquam  cue  moleitias 
quam  poll  ipfam.    tarn  demens  autem  eit  qui  timet  quod  non 
eii  paffurus,  quam  qui  timet  quod  non  eit  fenfurus.  an  quif- 
auam  hoc  futurum  credit,  ut,  per  quam  fit  ut  nihil  femiatur, 
ea  fentiatur  ?    Upon  which  Seneca  obierves,  Haec  ego  fcio  & 
fsepe  dicla,  et  ftepe  dicenda,  fed  neque   cum  legerum  a-que  mihi 
profuerunt,  neque  cum   audirem.  Ep.  30.     One  would  con 
clude  from  hence,  that  he  had  no  Objection  to  the  Principles 
of  Epicurus  on  this  Point.     Quid  intercit  utrum  fupra  aliquem 
vigilarium  ruat  an  mons,  aut  turns? — Nunc   me  putas    de 
Stoicis  cicere,  qui   exiitimant  animarn   hominis  magno  pon- 
dere  extriti  permanere  non  poffe,  et  ilatim  fpargi,  quia  non 
fuerit  illi  exitus  liber,  ego  vero  non  facio.  qui  hoc  dicunt^ 
videntur  mihi    errare.     quemadmodum  ftamma  non   p  tell 
opprimi,  narn  circa  id  diffugit,    quo  u^getur;    quemadmo 
dum  aer  verbere  aut  ictu  non  Ia3ditur,  nee    fcindicur  quidem, 
led  circa  id  cui  cefik  refunditur     Sic  animus  qui  ex  tenuMIiino> 
conllat,  deprehendi  non  poteil,  nee  intra  corpus  affigi ;  fed  be- 
neficio  iubtilitatis  fuse  per  ipfa  quibus  premitur  erumpit.  quo- 
modo  fulmini  etiam,  cum  latilnme  peicuffit  ac  fuiiit,  perexi- 
guum  foramen  eit  reditus,  fie  animo,  qui  adhuc  tenuior  ell 
igne,  per  omne  corpus  fuga  ell.  itaque  de  illo  quaerendum 
eit,  an  poffit  immortal-is  ejje.  Hoc  quidem  cer:um   habe,  liy«- 
perftes  eft  corpori,  propter  hoc   ilium  nitlio  genere  pojfe  perire, 
propter  quod  non  pent  :  quoniam    nuila  immoitahtas,  cum 
cxceptione  eft,    nee  quicquam   noxium  aeterno  eit.   Ep.   58. 
Here  we  may  obferve  two  Things,   i.  According  to  the  gene 
ral  Doftrine  of  the  Stoics,  the  Soul,  in   the  Caie   here   fup- 
pos'd,  was  to  be  deltroy'd  and  extinguifli'd  within  the  Body. 
2.  Seneca  declares,  that  it  would  efcape  and  depa'rt  cut  of  the 
Body.     Now  the  Queition  is,   Whether,  in  the  O-inionof 
Seneca,  it  was  to  continue  in  Exiftence,  or  perifh  after  kji  Se 
paration  from  the  Body.     «'  If,  fays  Seneca,  it  remaiui.  after 
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Speaking  of  Death,  he  fays,  "  But  whither. dq 
**  you  go  ?  No  where  to  yourHurt:  You  re- 
"  turn  from  whence  you  came:  To  a  friendly 
"  Confociation  with  your  kindred  Elements  : 
"  What  there  was  of  the  Nature  of  i:ire  in  your 
"  Compofition  returns  to  the  Element  of  Fire  ; 
"  what  of  Earth,  to  Earth ;  what  of  Air,  to 
"  Air;  and  of  Water,  to  Water.  There  is 
"  neither  Hell,  Acheron^  Cocytus^  or  Pyriphle- 
ic  gethon."  p.  392.  i.  vol.  D.  L. 

In  another  Place  he  fays,  "  The  Hour  of 
"  Death  approaches.  Do  not  endeavour  to  ag- 
"  gravate,  and  make  Things  worfe  than  they 
"  really  are  ;  reprefent  them  in  their  true  Light. 
<c  The  Time  is  now  come,  in  which  the  Mate- 
<c  rials  of  which  you  are  compounded,  will  be  re- 
<c  fohed  into  the  Elements,  from  which  they  were 
*'  originally  taken.  What  Hurt  or  caufe  of  Ter- 
c*  ror  is  there  in  this?  Or  what  is  there  in  the 
"  World  that  abfolutely  perifhes  ?"  1.  4,  7.  §  i. 

Again ;  Death,  fays  he,  is  a  Change,  not  of 
*c  that  which  now  is,  into  that  which  is  not, 
"  but  into  fomething  which  at  prefent  is  not. 
"  Shall  I  then  ceafe  to  be  ?  No,  you  will  not 
"  ceafe  to  be,  but  you  will  become  fomething 
"  elfe,  which  will  ferve  to  keep  up  the  Order 

and 

**  this,  it  muft  be  Immortal."  Now  our  Author  himfelf 
contends,  that  Seneca  did  not  hold  the  Immortality  of  the 
Soul  ;  hence  I  would  conclude,  that,  according  to  him,  ic 
was  not  to  fubfiil  aft?r  its  Diffolution  from  the  Body. 

And  now,  after  all  this,  are  we  to  be  told,  that  the  Phi- 
lofophers  were  as  uniform  and  conflant  in  their  Profeiiions  on 
this  Point,  as  any  the  beft  and  foundell  Ckriftiani  ?  As  for 
myfelf;  I  am  not,  1  own,  fo  fond  of  depredating  our  holy 
Faith,  as  to  fuppofe  that  it  had  no  Advantage  over  Paganifm 
in  this  Particular,  that  it  did  not  make  its  Followers  more 
conilant  both  in  the  Profeffion  and  Belief  of  a  future  Sute, 
than  the  beft  and  wifeit  of  the  ancient  Ssges, 


[  30  ] 

*'  and  Harmony  of  the  Univerfe."  1.  3,   24. 
Arrian  1. 

We  will  go  now  to  Antoninus.    "  Whoever,, 
"  fays  he,  fears  Death,  cither  fears  that  he  fhall  be 

*3  Kot)  xat£oj  aTrocayfiv.  /m?   Tgay^'o«   TO  w^ayfAa,   aXX    WTTE 
ky, 
;  yt 


—  tffc  ex   T8   vtty   cy^V  «$  ra    f*>3  ov,    aXX 
a*  tcro^caj  ;  y^  £0"»5j  aXX  aXXo  Tt,   a  viw  o 


In  the  firft  Paflage  he  declares  that  the  Soul  at  Death  would 
be  refolved  into  the  Elements,  from  which  it  was  firft  taken. 
Now  this  Refufion  into  the  Elements  was  confider'd  as  a  State 
of  mere  Infenfibility,  as  will  appear  from  fome  Paffages  I 
am  going  to  quote  from  Antonina**  and  from  feveral  Tefli- 
monies  produced  in  the  fifth  Chapter.  And  indeed  Epiftetus 
I?imfelf  confines  us  to  this  Senfe.  Kat  ™  ^ww*  ;  Tt  (t&tei  a.Tro\- 
}&oQeu>  *Tis  indeed  the  very  Language  ofcen  ufed  by  the  Phi- 
lofophers,  when  they  would  reprefent  Death*  as  a  State  in 
which  we  have  no  real  Intereftand  Concern. 

In  thefecondPafiage  he  afferts  two  Things,  i  .  Men  at  Death 
were  not  to  be  annihilated  and  reduced  to  nothing.  2.  That 
they  would  be  changed  and  transformed  into  fome  other 
Beings;  fuch  as  might  beft  ferve  to  advance  and  pro 
mote  the  Order  of  the  Univerfe.  The  firft  will  hardly  be 
urged  as  of  any  Moment  in  the  prefent  Queftion.  For  tho* 
the  Subftance  of  the  Soul  and  Body  was  not  to  be  deftroy'd, 
yet  this  would  be  the  poorert  Argument  that  could  be  alledgeij 
to  prove,  that  the  Man,  the  Perfon,  was  to  fubfift  in  a  future 
State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  Epicurus  himfelf  would 
jiave  maintain'd  the  Firft,  and  yet  it  will  hardly  be  fufpeclecl 
that  he  held  the  laft  : 

Et  fi  jam  noftro  fentit  de  corpore,  poftquam 
Diftracla  eft  animi  natura  animasque  poteftas; 
Nil  tamen  hoc  ad  nos,  qui  ccetu  conjugioque 
Corporis  atque  animas  confiftimus  uniter  apti. 

Lucretius. 

'  The  fecond  Point  is  not,  I  apprehend,  more  to  the  Purpofe. 
For  if  Men  were  to  be  changed  into  other  Beings;  if  they 
were  to  become  fomething  elfe,  mull  not  their  Identity  of 
courfe  be  deftroy'd  and  loft?  And  is  not  this  Principle  deftruc- 
tvve  of  a  future  State,  in  the  proper  and  religious  Senfe  of 
thcfe  Words? 

<<  deprived 
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"  deprived  of  all  Senfe,  ,or  invefted  with  Senfes 
"  of  another  kind.  If  you  are  deprived  of  all 
44  Senfe,  you  will  no  longer  be  fubject  to  Pain 
44  and  Mifery.  Jf  you  are  invefted  with  Senfes 
44  of  another  kind,  you  will  be  transformed  into 
tc  another  Creature,  and  fo  will  continue  in 
"  Being  r."  8.  58.  We  are  here  told  that  Men, 
if  they  fubfift  after  Death,  are  to  be  changed  and 
reduced  into  other  Beings,  and  indeed  he  often 
fignifies  .that  the  Alteration  at  Death  would  be 
fuch,  as  could  not  poffibly  anfwer  any  moral 
Purpofe  and  Defign.  "  I  confift,  fays  he,  of 
44  Soul  and  Body  -5  as  neither  of  thefe  was  made 
"  out  of  nothing,  fo  neither  of  them  will  be 
46  reduced  to  nothing.  Every  Part  of  me  there- 
4t  fore  will  by  Change  be  refolved  into  another, 
4C  and  fo  on  in  infinitum.  I  myfelf  and  my 
ct  Parents  received  our  Being  from  fuch  a  con- 
"  ftant  SuccefTion  of  Changes  as  this."  5,  13. 
He  does  indeed  often  fay  that  our  Souls  after 
Death  would  be  difpofed  of  in  fuch  a  Manner, 
that  they  might  ferve  for  the  Production  of  other 
Beings.  The  learned  Gataker  plainly  underftood 
him  in  this  Senfe.  Habenc  aliquid  Stoici  dogmati 
Pythagorico  affine,  quod  ex  animarum  mater  id 
quafi  conflata  et  recocta  novas  procudi  et  produci 
ftatuunt  -,  in  lib.  4,  21.  As  to  thefe  feveral 
Changes,  the  learned  Emperor  often  informs  us 
that  we  mould  receive  no  Prejudice  or  Hurt  from 
them.  But  this,  I  apprehend,  does  not  imply 
any  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign.  Lucretius  him- 
felf  held  this  very 
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Et  nunc  nil  ad  nos  de  nobis  attinet,  ante 
Qui  fuimus,  nee  jam  de  illis  nos  adficit  angor, 
Quos  ne  materia  noitra  nova  proieret  astas. 

L.  3. 

I  have  added  feveral  Paflages  to  the  fame  Pur- 
pofe  in  the  fifth  Chap.  "  You  now  have  a  fepa- 
"  rate  and  diftind  Exiftence  ;  but  at  Death  you 
<c  will  vanifh  into  the  whole  or  univerfal  Sub- 
"  fiance.'1  4,  13. 

In  another  Plare  he  fays,  "  That  aPhilofopher 
"  mould  expect  Death  with  Calmnefs,  as  it  was 
«c  only  a  DifTolution  of  the  Elements  of  which 
"  each  Animal  was  compounded.  Now  if  the 
<c  Flem.-nts  tlnnidves  receive  no  Prejudice  by 
"  conitantly  changing  into  each  other,  why 
"  mould  any  one  fufpedt  that  the  Diflblution 
"  and  Change  of  them  all  will  be  attended  with 
tc  any  Difa'd  vantage  s  ?"  2,  17.  And  what  was 
Change  ?  Why,  "  Upon  Death  all  Things 

"  were 

8  Toy  $ctvot.rcv  iteu  ry  yvypvi  7rt(>i[jitvovTa 

--  QW  t 
x.ci}<; 
v?  XKI  Swt.vcriv.  2,  17. 


roi%eiuv,    s     uv  EXaroJ      wov    cvy--  QW  trai     «   de    CLVTOH; 
t^o^y  oetvov  EV 


yap  pm&urptt  roi%eiuv   E|    uv 

r°  ysufrsi;.   Ty<5i  TrvsvrMf  MX  en;  r    '&%&<&$.    u<ri  xxi  TU.V- 
TCC.  otvoi.h'rify&luuoii  £K    TOV   T-    oA»   ^oyo>      IO,  J. 

However,  as  our  Au:hor  iniiits  tha:  the  Philofophers  were 
•uniform  and  conftant  in  the  Profeffion  ard  B-liei  of  another 
Life  j  as  uniform  and  conftant  as  any  the  bell  Cbrijlians  : 
And  has  even  carried  hib  Candour  and  Charity  io  far,  as  to 
brand  with  the  Names  of  SCEPTICS  and  HARDENED  INFI 
DELS  al!  who  dare  to  differ  from  him  on  tai  QueHion  ;  I 
will  now  draw  a  few  Teftimonies  from  tHe  Meditations  of  An- 
Icninus  to  this  very  Point  "  As  to  the  Bufmefs  of  going 
"  out  of  the  World,  there  is  nothing  terrible  in  it,  if  there 
"  be  any  Gods.  For  they  *will  not  do  you  any  Hurt"  2,  1  1. 
Si  quidem  dii  func,  inquiunt  Stoici,  nihil  nobis  grave  poft 
mortem  futurum  eft,  nee  enim  malisnos  implicabunripfi  non 
mali.  Si  vero  null!  funt,  nee  nos  poll  mortem  futurifumus  jpfi  ; 

atquei 
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**  were  to  be  refolved  into  their  firft  Principles  ? 
"  Either  the  Elements  of  which  you  are  com- 
^  pofed  will  be  fcatter'd  and  difpers'd,  or  they 
"  will  be  changed  ;  what  is  folid  will  return  to 
tc  Earth ;  what  belongs  to  the  Air  will  join 
<c  that  Element.  And  fo  they  are  convey 'd  into 
ce  the  Body  of  the  Univerfe."  10,  7.  Now  if 
the  feveral  Parts  of  Man  were  to  return  to  the 
main  Body  of  the  Univerfe,  muft  not  he  himfelf 

atque  hinc  etiam  fequitur,  nihil  pod  mortem  pafluros,  cum 
exiftentium  tantum  fit  pati.  Dacier  in  Loc.  Again  in  one 
Place  he  declares,  "  That  the  Soul  at  Death  will  either  be 
extinguifh'd,  or  removed,  and  tranflated  to  fome  other 

Place."  8,  25. "  Death,  fays  he,  will  either  be  a  State 

of  Extinction  or  Removal"  5,  33.  "  The  Soul  at  Death 
will  either  be  extinguifh'd,  difpers'd,  or  continued  in  Ex- 
iftence."  n,  3.  "•  Death  will  either  utterly  deftroy  our 
Being,  or  convey  us  to  another  State."  7,  32.  "  If  you  ar 
rive  in  another  World,  you  will  find  Gods  even  there. 
But  if  you  fink  into  nothing,  you  will  then  be  free  from 
all  Evils."  3,  3.  "  Whence,  fays  the  Emperor,  comes  it 
that  the  Gods,  who  have  ordered  mod  Things  fo  excellent 
ly,  mould  negledl  this  Particular,  and  fuffer  the  moft  vir- 
"  tuous  and  deferving  Men,  to  be  utterly  extinguiih'd  by 
"  Death,  without  ever  rertoring  their  Beings  to  them  again  ?" 
To  this  he  replies,  "  If  this  be  fo,  you  may  be  certain  it  isbeft, 
"  otherwifc  the  Gods  would  not  have  appointed  it.  For  if  it 
"  had  been  reafonable,  it  would  have  been  poffible.  But  from 
"  its  not  being  appointed,  if  it  adlually  is  not  appointed,  you 
"  may  be  certain  it  was  not  fit  and  proper."  12,  5.  With  what 
Diffidence  and  Uncertainty  does  the  Emperor  here  deliver 
himfelf  on  this  Point  ?  In  what  plain  and  exprefs  Terms  does 
he  fpeak  againft  it  in  the  Paffages  cited  in  the  Page  above? 
However,  our  Author  allures  us  that  the  Language  of  the 
Philofophers  on  this  Subject  was  the  very  fame  as  that  of  the 
moft  orthodox  and  fincere  Believers  ?  But  with  what  Sort  of 
Believers  has  this  ftrange  Man  convers'd,  that  he  finds  them 
thus  fceptical  and  doubtful  on  this  very  important  Article  ? 
However  he  might  have  believed  this  as  long  as  he  pleafed, 
would  he  but  have  excus'd  me  from  believing  it  too,  and  not 
have  charged  me  with  SCEPTICISM  and  INFIDELITY  for 
barely  aflerting  a  plain  Fact,  which  is  fupportcd  by  the  clear 
and  concurrent  Evidence  of  all  Antiquity. 

rctura 
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return  to  the  very  State  he  was  in  before  his  Soul 
and  Body  were  united  ?  And  was  not  this  fup- 
pofecl  to  be  a  State  of  mere  Infenfibility  ?  I  find 
but  little  Difference  between  the  Language  of 
Antoninus,  and  that  of  an  Epicurean  in  Minutius 
Felix.  Homo  et  animal  omne  quod  nafcitur, 
infpiratur,  attollitur,  elementorum  utvoluntaria 
concrctio  e(t :  in  quas  rurfum  homo,  et  animal 
omne  dividitur,  fjlvitur,  diffipatur.  ita  in  fon- 
tcm  refluunt,  et  in  femet  omnia  revolvuntur. 
c.  5.  I  need  not  fay  that  I  compare  thefe  two 
Doctrines  together  only  fo  far  as  they  relate  to 
the  State  of  the  Soul  after  it  was  refoivcd  into 
the  Elements. 

Strange  Language  from  thefe  conflant,  thefe 
^variable  Teachers  of  another  Life !  Innumera 
ble  Paflages  might  be  produced  to  the  fame  Pur- 
pofe,  equally  pertinent  and  (Irong  with  thofe  al 
ready  cited.  To  tranfcribe  all  the  Declarations 
of  the  Stoics  againft  a  future  State  would  be  to 
tranfcribe  all  their  Writings.  As  far  as  I  can  at 
prefent  recollect,  their  Declarations  againft  it  are 
more  numerous  than  thofe  for  it. 

What  now  becomes  of  the  conftant  and  inva 
riable  Profeffion,  fo  often  repeated  by  the  learned 
Author  ?  And  no  Wonder  he  fhould  often  repeat 
it;  'tis  the  very  Ground  and  Foundation,  o.n 
which  he  labours  to  erect  his  projected  Demon- 
ftration.  But  as  to  this  Ground  and  Foundation, 
as  he  has  not  yet  eftablifhed  it,  fo  we  may  be  cer 
tain  that  he  never  can  eftabiifh  it.  Antiquity 
plainly  declares  againft  him  ;  and,  while  the  Te- 
itimonies  above  cited  are  allowed  to  be  genuiae 
and  authentic,  the  Inference  is  plain  and  undeni 
able,  that  the  Ancients  were  net  fixed  and  fettled* 
conftant  and  uniform  in  tbeis  Profejjions  for  an- 
other  Life, 

But 
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But  to  proceed:  Should  we  then  allow  Mr. 
Jackfon  that  all  the  Teftimonies,  produced  by 
him,  to  fhew  that  the  Philofophers  did  profefs  the 
Doctrine  of  a  future  State,  are  ftrictly  and  pro 
perly  tothePurpofe  ;  what  would  he  gain  by  it  ? 
All  he  could  collect  from  thence  is,  that  they 
fometimes  declared  for  another  Life.  But  then 
let  it  beremember'd  that  they  fometimes  did  Jike- 
wife  declare  againft  it.  The  real  Fact  therefore 
is,  that  they  were  very  fickle  and  unfteddy,  very- 
various  and inconfiftent  in  their  Profeftions,  I  do 
not  mean  in  their  Opinions,  on  this  Head.  This 
is  a  certain  and  undoubted  Fact,  but  never  men 
tioned  by  the  learned  Mr.  Jackfon.  I  am  not 
indeed  furprifed  that  he  did  not  mention  it :  For, 
in  whatever  Light  it  is  viewed,  it  will  furnifti 
an  unanfwerable  Argument  againft  his  own  Hy- 
pothefis. 

As  to  thefe  various  and  contradictory  Ac 
counts  ;  they  muft  either  be  charged  to  Fickle- 
nefs  and  Inconftancy  of  Opinion  in  the  ancient 
Sages ;  or  to  the  Practice  of  the  double  Doc 
trine  t.  If  the  learned  Author  imputes  them 
to  the  firft,  he  muft  allow  that  the  Philofophers 
were  very  wavering  and  unfetded,  with  regard  to 
their  Notions  of  another  Life  :  He  muft  hold 
that  they  often  rejected,  as  well  as  that  they  often 
maintained  this  Doctrine  ;  in  fhort,  he  muft  no 
Jonger  tell  us,  That  they  ccnftantly  and  invariably 

1  When  I  fpeak  of  this  Practice,  I  would  not  be  underftcod 
to  mean  that  every  PafTage,  in  which  the  Philofophers  reject 
a  future  State,  did  really  belong  to  the  private  Doctrine.  All 
I  contend  for  is,  that  this  was  the  general  and  common  Cuftom. 
It  will  be  readily  allowed  that  there  might  be  fome  particular 
Exceptions  to,  or  Deviations  from  it,  as  it  never  was  ima 
gined,  that  the  Philofophers  always  conformed  to  it  in  the 
tnoft  uniform  and  exact  Manner. 

declared 
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declared  for  it.  And  yet  he  undertakes  to  demon- 
tfrate^  their  Belief  of  a  future  State.  But  how 
can  he  do  this,  when  his  own  Doctrine  will  oblige 
him  to  acknowledge,  that  they  had  no  fixed  and 
fettled  Principles  in  this  particular  ?  All  he  can 
pretend  to  demonflrate,  is,  that  they  fometimes 
did  believe  it  :  But  then,  by  the  very  fame  Ar 
guments,  his  Adverfaries  will  be  enabled  to  de- 
monftrate,  in  their  Turn,  that  they  fometimes 
did  not  believe  it. 

But  perhaps  he  may  have  Recourfe  to  the  dou 
ble  Doctrine,  in  order  to  clear  the  Philofophers 
from  this  Charge.  Here  then  I  defire  to  know, 
whether  the  PaiTages  above  cited  make  part  of 
the  popular  and  external,  or  of  the  fecret  and  in 
ternal  Doctrine.  He  will  undoubtedly  give  them 
to  thefecond  v;  and  yet  this  very  Conceffionwill 
of  itfelf  be  fufficient  and  effectual  to  overturn 
every  thing  he  himfelf  has  faid,  with  regard  to 
this  Doctrine. 

The  fecret  Doctrine,  he  tells  us,  affects  only 
the  Circumftances,  and  not  the  Reality  of  a  fu 
ture  State  ;  it  excludes  the  popular  and  fabulous 
Accounts,  but  then  it  goes  no  farther  ;  it  does 
not  remove  and  dilcard  all  future  Rewards  and 
Punifhments  whatfoever.  Now  the  prefent  Paf- 
fages  itrike  much  deeper  -,  they  reprefent  Death 
as  the  very  End  and  Extinction  of  our  Being ; 
they  exclude  every  poffible  Mode  and  Notion  of 
future  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  As  for  the 
Pythagoreans^  fome  of  them,  we  fee,  give  us 
the  very  Doctrine  of  Epicurus  i  and  did  Epicu 
rus  reject  only  the  vulgar  and  poetical  Accounts 

v'Tis  allowed  on  all  Hands,  that  the  public  Doftrine  did 
inculcate  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments  ;  bat  it  is  evident 
that  thefe  PaiTages  exclude  them  in  the  mofl  clear  and  open 
Manner. 

of 
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of  a  future  State  ?  Others  do  indeed  talk  of  a 
Migration  of  the  Soul  from  one  Body  to  ano 
ther  ;  but  then  it  is  a  Migration  merely  phyfical, 
and  without  any  moral  Purpofe  and  Delign.  Does 
not  Ariftotk  ftrike  at  the  very  EiTence  and  Being 
of  a  future  State,  when  he  tells  us,  "  that  Death 
"  is  the  ultimate  Period  of  our  Being?"  And 
the  Stoics  furely  exprefs  themfelves  in  as  full  a 
Manner  as  any  of  the  reft  x. 

What 

*  Mr.  J .  obferves  "  there  is  a  DISTINCTION,  which,  had 
"  I  attended  to  it  as  I  ought,  would  have  cleared  up  all  the 
"  Inconfiltencies  with  which  the  Philofophers  have  been 
"  charged.  The  Stoics,  he  fays,  as  well  as  Platonifts  and 
"  others,  held  a  fenfitwe  Soul  of  a  diftinft  Nature  from  the 
"  intelligent  Sou!,  or  Mind  or  Spirit.  This  inferior  Soul  they 
"  thought  to  be  the  only  Subject  of  Pain  and  Pleafure,  which. 
"  belonged  to  the  animal  Life.  The  Platonifts  agreed  with 
"  the  Stoics,  that  this  Soul  was  material  and  died  with  the 
"  Body ;  but  they  both  agreed  that  the  fuperior  Soul  or 
"  Mind  exifted  after  Death."  p.  29.  This  DlftinBion  may  in 
deed  ferve  Mr.  Jackfon's  Purpofe  ;  which  is  to  cover  him  in 
his  Retreat  from  a  baffled  Argument.  But  if  he  be  ferious  in 
recommending  it  to  me,  I  mult  tell  him  he  underftands  neither 
the  TeftimOnies  produced  by  Mr.  W.  normyfelf.  Three  or 
four  Inftances  will  be  enough  to  mew,  that  it  falls  quite  fhort 
and  wide  of  all  he  aims  at.  When  Epiftetus  fays  that  the  Soul 
was  to  return  to  the  Element  from  which  it  came,  and  that 
therefore  it  would  not  go  to  Styx,  Acheron,  6fr.  is  it  not  ne~ 
ceflary  to  fuppofe  that  he  fpeaks  of  the  intelligent  and  rational 
Soul  ?  For  what  but  this  was  fuppofed  to  defcend  to  the  in 
fernal  Regions  ?  When  Ariflatle  faid  that  the  Soul  after  Death 
was  no  longer  to  remember,  reafon,  or  underftand,  did  he  fpeak 
of  the  fenfitive  Soul  only  ?  "I  confift,  fays  Antoninus,  of 
"  Matter  and  Form,  or  Body  and  Soul.  As  neither  of  thefe 
"  Parts  was  made  out  of  nothing,  fo  neither  of  them  will  be 
*'  annihilated  or  reduced  to  nothing.  Every  Part  of  me  there- 
"  fore  will  by  a  Change  be  refolved  into  another,  and  fo  on 
"  in  infinitum."  5.  13.  If  every  Part  of  him  was  to  be  chang 
ed  and  transformed  into  fome  other  Subftance,  mud  not  this 
of  Courfe  include  the  rational  and  intelligent  Soul  as  well  as 
the  fenfitive  ?  Again  ;  "  Pythagoras  and  Plato,  (fays  Plu- 

'  tarcb)  held  the  Soul  to  be  immortal;  for  that  launching 

"  out  into  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe,  it  returns  to  its  Parent  and 

"  Original.    The  Stoics  fay  that,  on  its  leaving  the  Body,  the 
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What  fhall  we  do  then  with  thefe  various  arid 
contradictory  Accounts  of  the  old  Philofophers  ? 
If  they  are  fnppofed  to  deliver  their  real  Senti 
ments  in  every  Paflage,  it  will  be  impoflible  to 
demonftrate  their  Belief  of  another  Life.  In  this 
Cafe  it  is  evident  that  they  could  have  no  fixed 
and  fettled  Principle,  with  regard  to  this  Article. 
If  they  are  faid  to  praclife  the  double  Doftrine, 
this  will  effectually  overthrow  every  thing  Mr. 
Jackfon  has  advanced  on  that  Head. 

How  unlucky,  then,  was  our  Author,  when  he 
fixed  on  thefe  ProfeiTions,  to  prove  that  the  Phi 
lofophers  believed  another  Life  !  He  pretends,  in 
deed,  but  we  have  confuted  the  Pretenfion,  that 
they  never  varied  in  their  Doctrine  on  this  Point ; 
that  they  always  taught  a  future  State  of  Rewards 
and  Punifliments.  The  Teftimonies  abovemen- 
tioned  dilprove  this,  and  fo  fully  overthrow  what 
he  fondly  calls  his  Demonstration. 

But  we  have  done  more  ;  we  have  /hewn  that 
the  very  Principle,  on  which  he  builds,  is  entire 
ly  definitive  of  his  own  Scheme.  He  builds  on 
the  Profeffions  of  the  ancient  Sages :  Now  thefe, 
when  taken  in  their  full  Extent,  will  either  prove, 

"  more  infirm  differs  the  Lot  of  the  Body.  But  the  more  vi- 
'*  gorous  endures  to  the  Conflagration."  Pint,  de  Pla.  4.  7. 
Mr.  W.  quotes  this  PalTage  to  prove  that  the  Soul,  according 
to  the  Stoics,  was  to  perilh  with  the  Body  ;  as  the  Infirm  or 
Ignorant  rieceffarily  includes  the  Bulk  of  Mankind.  And 
what  Soul  was  it,  in  thefe,  which  was  to  fuffer  the  Lot  of  the 
Body,  but  the  fame  which  was  to  endure  in  the  wife  Man  till 
the  Conflagration  ?  the  fame  Which  Plato  and  Pythagoras 
held  to  be  immortal.  And  was  not  this  the  rational  and  intel 
ligent  Soul  ?  When  Mr.  Jackfon  brings  the  following  Text 
againft  the  Equality  of  the  Son,  My  Father  is  greater  than  It 
he  can  laugh  at  his  Adverfary's  Dijtinftiott,  that  Jefus  fpoke 
this  only  of  his  human  Nature :  And  yet  he  expecls  we  fhould 
be  ferious  while  he  is  playing  the  fame  Game.  For  who  ever 
held  either  of  the  Opinions,  which,  the  Proportions,  qualified 
by  theie  Diftinftions,  are  made  to  oppofe  ? 

that 
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that  they  had  no  fixed  and  fettled  Principles,  with 
regard  to  another  Life  •,  or,  on  Suppofition  that: 
they  had  fuch  Principles,  will  mew  that  the  fecret 
and  internal  Doctrine  did  really  exclude  all  future 
Rewards  and  Punifhments.  And  if  the  fecret 
Dodlrine  did  really  and  actually  exclude  all  future 
Rewards  and  Puni foments,  it  will  not  furely  be 
denied  that  the  Philolbphersthemfelvesdiddifbc- 
iieve  them. 

Again,  as  the  Philofophers  were  thus  various 
and  mconfittent  in  their  Declarations  on  this 
Head ;  this  will  furnifh  Matter  for  another  Ob- 
iervation.  If  they  firmly  believed  another  Life, 
whence,  let  me  aik,  comes  it,  that  they  fo  ofcen 
difclaim  and  difavow  it  ?  What  Motive  could 
they  have  to  deny  it,  contrary  to  the  real  Senfe 
and  Conviction  ot  their  own  Minds  ?  I  would  not 
fuggeft  that  they  always  fpoke  their  real  Thoughts. 
I  know  very  well  that  they  held  it  lawful  to  lie, 
and  deceive  the  People  for  the  public  Good.  But' 
this  Principle  coald  not  operate  in  the  prefect 
Cafe,  As  to  the  Notion  of  another  Life,  they 
deemed  it  to  be  of  the  utmoft  Ufe  and  Importance 
to  Society  >'.  Why  then,  I  afk  once  more,  did 
they  fo  often  declare  againft  it  ?  they  muft  do  this 
contrary  to  the  Senfe  and  Perfuafion  of  their  own 
Minds ;  they  muft  do  it,  without  any  View  to 
the  public  Good ;  they  muft  indeed  do  it  out  of 
pure  Wantonnefs,  a  Conduct,  which  one  would 
not  willingly  afcribe  to  a  fet  of  ferious  and  chmk- 

y  Diogenes  Laertius  carries  the  Matter  fo  far,  as  to  fay  'hat 
Plato  himfelf  taught  this  Do&rine  chiefly  for  its  Utility  and 
Uie.  1.  iii  §  79,  80. 

Ut  aliqua  in  vita  formido  improbis  eflet  pofita,  apud  Tnferos 
ejufmodi  quasdam  illi  antiqui  fupplicia  improbis  canjlituta  ejje 
voluerunt :  quod  videlicet  intelligebant,  his  remotis,  non 
mortem  ipfam  pertimcfcendam.  Cic/ro  Orat.  iv.  in 
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ing  Men  ;  in  a  Matter  which  themfelves  held  to 
be  of  the  utmoft  Confequence.  And  yet  Mr. 
Jackfon  muft  afcribe  it  to  them,  if  he  ftill  infifts 
that  they  entertained  a  firm  and  conftant  Perfua- 
fion  of  another  Life. 

But  to  conclude  this  Article  :  If  this  Matter  is 
to  be  tried  by  the  common  Rules  of  Logic  -9  if  no 
new  Laws  of  judging  are  to  be  eftablifhed  in  Mr. 
Jackfon's  Favour,  thefe  oppofite  and  contrary 
Profefllons  of  the  ancient  Sages  will  be  plain 
Proofs  that  they  did  not  believe  a  future  State.  In 
this,  I  fay  no  more  than  what  is  contained  in  that 
general  Rule,  which  the  Critics  give  us,  to  fix  and 
determine  the  Meaning  of  Authors,  when  they 
fpeak  varioufly  on  the  fame  Subject.  Quotiefcun- 
que  fcriptor  quifyiam  loquetur  ex  fententia  &  con- 
fuetudine  vulgo  recepta^  non  eft  femper  putandus 
cum  vulgojentire  •,  prtffertimji  periculofumftt  dif- 
fenfum  ed  in  re  teftari ;  aut  ambigute  fint  locuti- 
cues ;  ac  fi  ab  ea  fententia  aut  ufitatis  formulas 
aliquando  mariifefterecedat^  turn  vcro  exanimi  fen 
tentia  Icqui  cenfendus  erit.  Le  Ckrc^  Ars  Critica, 
Vol.  iii.  p.  56.  If  this  be  a  good  Rule,  the  Pro* 
feflions  of  the  Philofophers  againft  a  future  State, 
will  be  ftronger  Proofs  that  they  did  not  believe  it^ 
than  their  Declarations  on  the  other  Side  will  be 
that  they  did  believe  it.  Thefirft  indeed  will  be 
fufficicnt  to  fhew  that  they  did  not  believe  it. 
For  was  not  the  Notion  of  a  future  State  the 
common  and  eftablifhed  Doctrine  ?  and  do  not 
the  Philofophers,  in  the  PafTages  above  cited, 
reject  and  difclaim  it  ?  Now  this  Rule  fays,  thac 
we  are  to  look  for  a  ftrict  Declaration  of  theii* 
real  Sentiments,  whenever  they  fpeak  againft  the 
general  and  received  Opinions.  So  far  therefore 
as  we  may  judge  by  their  Profefllons,  we  have 
Reafon  to  think  that  they  did  not  hold  this  No 
tion 
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Notion;  and  yet,  on  the  Strength  of  the fe  very 
Profeffions,  the  learned  Gentleman  undertakes  to 
demon/irate  that  they  did  hold  it. 

So  much  for  his  general  Demonflration  ;  Let 
us  now  defcend  to  the  particular  Account  of  fu 
ture  Happinefs,  which  he  gives  us  as  really  be 
lieved  by  the  ancient  Sages. 


CHAP.     II. 

The  State  of  future  Hzpphiefs,  which  Mr. 
Jackfon  gives  us  as  believed  by  the  Philojb- 
phers. — That  it  has  no  Relation  to  the  pre- 
fent  Argument  .——That  this  was  the  popular 
and  external,  nof,  as  be  fuppofes,  the  fecret 
and  efoteric  Notion  of  a  future  State. — That 
it  was  not  really  and  aftudly  believed  by 
the  Philosophers  tbemjehes. 

WHAT  then  is  the  Doftrine  of  future  Re 
wards,  which  he  gives  us  as  really  enter 
tained  by  the  old  Philofophers  ?  Why,  he  tells 
us,  their  Notion  was*  "  That  the  Souls  of  vir- 
<4  tuous  and  godly  Men,  after  ""Death,  refided  in 
"  fome  luminous  Orb,  which  was  the  Manfion 
4  '  of  their  Happinefs,  and  where  they  enjoyed '  the 
<c  Society  of  cdeftial  Beings  and  other  holy  Per- 
"  fons  who  had  lived  on  Earth  ;  and,  by  divine 
"  Knowledge,  Faith,  and  Virtue,  were  united 
"  to  and  had  Communion  with  Gocl,  and  were 
"  bleffed  with  the  Beatific  Vifion  of  the  divine 
<c  ^erfeclions."  Defence,  p.  8. 

This  is  indeed  a  very  fine  and  pompous  Account 

of  a  Sute  of  future  Happinefs  -3  but  then  let  it  be 

D  remen> 
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remembered  that  this  State  of  future  Happinefe 
was  to  be  enjoyed  in  Heaven  ;  that  Heaven  is  af- 
fign'd  as  the  Region  of  all  this  future  Blifs  and 
Glory  :  There  needs  no  Fains  to  prove  this ;  the 
learned  Author  himfelf,  I  dare  fay;  will  not  deny 
it.  He  fpeaks  of  luminous  Orfo,  cekflial  Beings^ 
beatific  Vifton. 

I  will  throw  together  a  few  PafTages  of  Anti 
quity,  which  may  ferve  to  give  a  more  full  and 
perfect  Account  of  this  future  State  •,  and  at  the 
fame  time  mew  that  it  is  nothing  to  the  Purpofe 
of  our  prelent  Queftion. 

Cicero  fpeaks  much  of  this  State  ;  but  then  he 
fpeaks  of  it  as  belonging  only  to  Perfons  of  pecu 
liar  Excellence  and  Worth  ;  to  Men  of  fingular 
and  uncommon  Merit.  He  fpeaks  "  of  certain 
"  Seats  in  Heaven,  which  were  affigned  all  thofe, 
66  who  fliould  greatly  diftinguiih  themfelves  in 
"  the  Service  of  their  Country."  Again,  He 
gives  it  only  to  thofe,  qui  praftantibus  ingeniis  in 
vita  humana  divina  Jtudia  ccluerunt.  And,  in 
another  Place,  magnis  &  prxftantibus  viris  a.  Lu- 
can  fpeaking  of  thefe  Abodes,  fays, 

Quodque  patet  terras  inter  lunseque  meatus 
Scmidei  manes  habitant^  quos  ignca  virtus 
Innocuos,  vitas  patients  ^theris  imi 
Fecit,6c  sternosanimarncollegitin  ignesb.  L.IK. 

To  the  Teftimonies  of  Cicero  and  Lucan,  I  will 
next  add  that  of  Jofcpbus.  Titus ,  in  a  Speech  to 
his  Soldiers,  fpeaks  of  this  future  Happinefsj  but 

a  Omnibus  qui  patriam  confervarint,  adjuverint,  auxerint, 
certum  efTe  in  ccelo  definitum  locum,  ubi  beati  aevo  rempi- 
terno  fruantur.  Somn.  Scip.  3.  5.  7. 

b  Sapientes  volunt  fpatium,  quod  inter  terram  et  caelom  eft, 

.  pofiidere  animas  nobilium    defunftorum.  Inde  verum  de  An- 

chiia,  Atrii  in  ,campis  latis,  &c.  SchoLinloc.  < 

.  then 
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then  he  confines  it  to  Heroes  and  Demons, 
*'  Who  does  not  know  (lays  he)  that  the  Souls 
<i  of  tbofe  brave  Men,  who  die  in  Battle,  will 
"  be  raifed  and  exalted  to  the  Regions  of  the 
"  purcd  ^Echer,  and  there  be  flationed  amongft 
"  the  Stars  ?  and  that  they  themfeives  will  be- 
"  come  Her  ess  .and  Daemons  c  ?" 

Seneca  too  mentions  this  future  Happinefs  •,  but 
then  he  mentions  it  in  inch  a  Manner  as  plainly 
fhews  that  he  thought  it  peculiar  to  the  Souls 
abovementioned.  Speaking  of  one,  whom  he 
fuppofes  to  be  raifed  and  advanced  to  this  very 
State,  he  fays,  ad  excelfa  fublatus,  inter  felices 
currit  animus  ^  acci^itqiie  ilium  c&tus  facer  ^  Scipiones 
Catonefque  d.  —  Parens  tuus,  Martta,  illic  nepotem 
fuum,  quanqiiam  illic  omnibus  omne  cognatum  efty 
appticat  Jibi,  nova  luce  gaudentem^  &  vicinorum 
fyderum  meatus  docei.  I  faid  that  he  confined 
thefe  Regions  to  the  Souls  abovementioned  ;  and 
this  is  evident  from  the  Scipio^s  and  the  Cato'  V,  to 
whom  he  here  gives  it  \  it  is  evident  too  from  the 
ConfeiTion  of  Lipfms  himfelf,  who  fays,  Cordum 
loqiientctn  inducit  mortuum,  fc?  inter  Heroas  e. 

Once  more  ;  Cicero,  in  his  firit  Tufculan,  is 
very  exprefs  for  this  Diftindion  :  He  tells  us, 
"  That  the  Cafci:  or  old  Inhabitants  of  Italy  ^  did 
tc  not  conceive  Dtatii  to  be  a  State  of  mere  Ex- 
<c  tinclion  ;  they  fuppofed  it  to  be  a  Change  or 
"  Migration  from  o,:e  Life  to  another.  They 
*«  thought  that  Per  fans  of  great  and  eminent 
*e  Qualifications  would  be  raifed  and  exalted 


z'  4   a7aOct,  acn  r,^*^  tVm 
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<c  ifito  Heaven  •,  while  all  the  reft  were  left  to 
"  grovei  in  thefe  lower  Regions."  Amongft 
thole  to  be  thus  exalted,  he  reckons  Romulus, 
Hercules^  Bacchus  ,  the  Sons  of  fyndarus  f,  &c.  — 
We  here  again  fee  that  thefe  Manfions  of  BJifs 
and  Immortality  in  Heaven  were  given  only  to 
Perlbns  of  illuftrious  and  uncommon  Worth  : 
The  Lift  of  Worthies  juft  recited,  proves  this 
beyond  all  Exception.  As  for  the  reft  of  Man 
kind,  /.  e.  the  Bulk  of  the  Species,  they  were 
to  be  excluded  hence,  and  confined  to  the  World 
below. 

*Tis  evident  that  thefe  Paffages  relate  to  a 
State  of  future  Happinefs  in  Heaven,  but  then 
'tis  equally  evident  that  they  do  not  include  the 
Souls  of  good  Men  in  general  j  that  they  con 
fine  thefe  Seats  of  Blifs  and  Glory  to  a  few  choice 
and  feiect  Spirits  ;  to  fuch  as  had  diftinguifhed 
themieives  by  their  public  Services,  or  fome 
v/ay  greatly  contributed  to  the  Advantages  of 
human  Life.  To  thofe,  according  to  Cicero, 
qid  patriam  confervarint,  auxerint,  adjwverint  ; 
to  Rcffitttus,  Hercules^  and  other  Worthies  of 
the  fame  Clafs.  Lucan,  fpeaking  of  thefe  Seats, 
fays,  Semidei  manes  habitant  ;  Jofepbus  declares 
in  very  exprefs  and  direct  Terms,  that  thefe 
Regions  were  inhabited  by  Damcns  and  Pie- 


unam  illud  erat  infitum  prifcis  illis,  qucs  Cafcos 
appHlat  Ennius,  efie  in  morte  ienfum,  neque  exceffu  vitas  fie 
de:en  h  minem,  ut  funditus  interiret.  -  Mortem  non  interi- 
tum  eiTe  omnin  tolleneeni  atque  delentem,  fed  quamdam  quafi 
migrationem  commutationcmque  vitas  :  quse  in  c  /arts  <viris  & 
foe  mini  3  dux  in  ccslltm  faleret  (JJe,  Jnctfteris  burnt  ret  ineretur,  <3* 
permanent  tamen.  Ex  hoc  &:  noilrorum  opinione  Romulus  in 
ccelo  cum  Dis  aglt  ecvom,  —  <S"  aiudGr^cos,  indeque  pcrlapfus 
ad  nos,  &  u^que  ad  Oceanum,  Hercules  tantus  &  tarn  praciens 
habetur  deus.  Hinc  Liber  deus,  Semele  nai^s,  eadcmque  famos- 
celebritate  TynfariJtefratrcs,  &c.  Tufc.  i.  12. 

roes, 
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roes.  And,  I  prefume,  we  need  not  remark, 
that  the  Bulk  of  good  Men^  that  virtuous  and 
godly  Souls  in  general  are  not  to  be  ranked 
amongft  thefe. 

All  I  aim  to  prove,  is,  that  the  State  of  Hap- 
pinefs,  here  defcribed,  was  not  to  be  fhared  by 
good  Men  in  common  *,  that  it  was  confined  to 
Souls  of  extraordinary  and  uncommon  Worth. 
And  if  this  be  fo,  what  becomes  of  Mr.  Jack- 
fon's  Argument  ?  When  the  Author  of  the  Divine 
Legation  affirms,  that  thePhilofbphersdifbelieved 
a  State  of  future  Happinefs,  he  means  fuch  a 
State  as  was  to  include  the  Body  of  good  Men ;  in 
which  every  virtuous  and  righteous  Man  was  to 
be  rewarded.  The  Queftion  then  is,  whether  the 
Philofophers  held  a  future  State  of  Rewards  for 
good  Men  in  general;  and  the  learned  Writer 
decides  upon  it,  by  fending  us  to  a  State  that  be 
longs  only  to  the  very  Flower  of  this  Order ;  The 
Point  is,  whether  all  good  Men  were  to  be 
happy ;  and  he,  to  fupport  the  Affirmative,  refers 
us  to  a  State,  that  was  not  to  be  the  Portion  of 
good  Men  in  cor.ir.ion  \  but  only  of  a  fmall  and  fe 
lt ff  Number  s. 

adly,  He  very  gravely  affirms,   that  this  was 
the  fecret  and  efoteric  Notion,  in  reiped  to  fu 
ture 

s  As  this  is  a  Point  of  great  Moment  in  the  prefent  Con- 
troverfy,  the  Reader  will  not  be  difpleafed  with  thefe  further 
Authorities. 

An  fortes  animae  dignataque  nomina  caslo, 
Corporibus  refolutn.  fuis,  terraeque  remiffa 
Hue  migrant  ex  orbe,   fuumque  habitantia  caelum 
./Ethereos  vivunt  annos.  mundoque  fruuntur  ? 
Atque  hie  ^iacidas,  hie  et  veneramur  Atridas, 
Tydidemque  ferum,  terraeque  marifque  triumphis 

Naturae  viftorem  Ithacum 

Quique  anipii  vires,  et  ftri&as  pondere  mentes 

D  3  Prudente* 
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ture  Happii'iefs.  He  may,  if  he  pleafes,  believe 
this ;  but  why  fhould  he  be  fo  unreafonable,  as  to 
cxpedt  that  his  Readers  fhould  believe  it  too  ? 

Plato  fays,  "  That  Rewards  ought  to  be 
"  decreed  to  all  who  behave  well  in  War ; 
"  that  thofe,  who  die  in  the  Service  of  their 
"  Country,  fhould  be  treated  with  particular 

Prudentes  habuere  viri,  quibusomnis  in  ipfis 
Ccnfus  erat,  juftufque  Solon  fcrtifque  Lycurgus, 
yEtherecfque  Platen,  et  qui  fabricaverat  ilium, 
Damnatuique  fuas  roelius  damnavit  Athenas. 

Manilius,  I.  ii. 

Scallger  in  a  Note  en  the  Place  fays,  Non  decaftris,  aut 
bello.  aui  imvhbus  fermo,  fed  tamum  de  viris  fonijp.mis>  et 
ilhs  qui  atidtto  tv:rtutis  nomine  claruerunt. 

Seneca  roo  mentions  this  Afcent  into  Reci<u?n  ;  but  then  he 
mentions  it  as  a  Privilege  which  belong'd  to  Men  of  iingular 
and  uncomiTion  Virtue. 

Nunquam  Stygiasfertur  ad  umbras 
Inclyta  virtus,     rntte^fortts. 

Vos  Le  hros  fa?va  yer  amnes 

Nee  fa:a  rrahent :  Sed  cum  lumrnas 

Exiget  horasconfumta  dies, 

Iter  ad  faperos  gloria  pandet.     Hercules  Quails. 

One  may  obferve  that  the  State  of  Happinefs  in  Elyfium 
Was  not,  as  Mr  J .  v.  culd  periuade  us,  a  mere  Metaphor  and 
Allegory  invented  only  to  reprefent  a  State  of  Happinefs  in 
Heaven.  On  this  Suppofition,  the  two  States  mull  have  been 
dt'figned  for  the  fame  Persons  :  Whereas  it  appears  that  the 
fir  ft  \va-  ailigned  to  the  Body  of  good  Men  in  common ;  that 
the  lad  was  confined  to  Men  of  extraordinary  and  uncommon 
^  :'fue 

The  main  Ufe  I  would  make  of  thefe  Teftimonies  i?  to 
fh<?\vf  that  this  State  of  Happinefs  in  Heaven  was  peculiar 
and  confined  to  Men  of  great  and  uncommon  Attainments. 
\Vhfjn  I  fay  this,  1  only  mean  that  it  is  generally  reprefented 
in  this  light;  I  readily  own  that  it  is  fometimes  reprefented 
in  another  :  And  this  could  fcarce  be  otherwife.  Where  a 
ju^erior  Virtue  \Y.U;  fpoken  of,  or  recommended,  the  peculiar 
Rewards  of  it  would  be  diftindlly  infilled  on.  And  vvhere^ 
Virtue  only  in  general,  it  was  yet  natural  to  encourage  it  by 
the  Mention  of  the  higbeft  Rewards  that  attended  ita  tho* 
thofe  in  {ruth  belonged  only  to  {he  hieheil  Virtue. 

«  Marks 
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(£  Marks  of  Honour  and  Refpecl  ;  that,  after 
"  Death,  they  fhould  be  confidered  as  Demons 
"  and  Demi-Gods  ;  as  Guardians  of  Mankind, 
cc  who  were  to  fuperintend  and  prefule  over  this 
"  lower  World."  And  he  afterwards  lubjoins, 
s4  That  every  one,  who  arrived  at  any  exalted 
"  and  uncommon  Pitch  of  Virtue,  fhould  be  in- 
"  titled  to  the  fame  Honour  h." 

He  here  tells  us,  that  brave  Men,  and,  indeed, 
all  Men  of  fingtilar  Worth  and  Merit  were  to  be 
railed  and  erected  into  ~D<emons  :  there  can  then 
be  no  Queftion  but  that  he  here  fpeaks  of  the 
State  of  future  Happinefs  in  Heaven.  But  does 
he  deliver  this  as  a  private  and  efoteric  Dodtrine? 
The  very  End  and  Purpofe  of  his  Writing  will 
not  fuffer  us  to  believe  this.  His  Defign  was  to 
make  Men  ufeful  Members  of  Society  -,  to  fpur 
and  incite  them  to  Ads  of  Heroifm  and  uncom 
mon  Virtue.  And  how  could  his  Doclrine  be  fup- 
pofed  to  do  this,  unlels  it  was  taught  and  preach 
ed  up  to  the  World  at  large?  And  if  it  was 
taught  and  preached  up  to  the  World  at  large, 
the  Inference  is  certainly  juil,  that  it  was  a  pub 
lic,  and  not  a  private  Doctrine. 
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This  too  appears  from  the  following  Paflage  of 
Cicero.  "  It  may  be  eafily  undcrflood,  that  the 
"  Reafon,  why  moft  Cities  profecuted  the  Me- 
<c  mory  of  their  valiant  Men  with  divine  Ho- 
•'  ncurs,  was  to  fpur  up  their  Citizens  to  Virtue, 
"  that  every  the  moft  defer ving  of  them  might 
"  encounter  Dangers  with  the  greater  Wiiling- 
"  nefs  for  the  Sake  of  his  Country.  This  was 
<c  the  very  Inducement  the  Athenians  had  to 
"  deify  Ereftbeus  and  his  Daughters  i." 

We  are  here  told  of  the  Confecration  of  dead 
Men,  and  the  Reafon  of  it.  And  does  not  this 
very  Reafon  necefTarily  fuggeit  that  this  muft 
have  been  a  public  Notion  ?  For  what  Impref- 
fion  could  it  be  fuppofed  to  make  on  the  Body  of 
the  People  ?  how  could  it  be  fuppofed  to  work 
them  up  to  gallant  and  heroic  Aclions,  if,  like 
the  fecret  Doffrines  of  the  Schools,  it  was  all  the 
timeabfolutely  unknown  to  them? 

One  v/ould  imagine  the  very  Defcriptions  of 
this  State  might  furnce  to  Ihew,  that  this  was 
really  a  popular  and  external  Doctrine.  When 
v/e  hear  of  the  Entertainments,  Feajis,  and  Mar 
riages  of  the  Gods,  is  it  poflibJe  to  help  conclud 
ing  that  thefe  Stories  were  invented  in  order  to. 
lay  hold  of  the  grofs  Imaginations  of  the  Peo 
ple  ?  Are  not  thefe  Accounts  as  much  fuited  to 
the  Taft.j  and  Rclilh  of  the  Vulgar,  as  any  that 
are  given  us  of  IZfyfam-hfclf  1 

Laftly,  v/e  find  that  the  Body  of  the  People 
was  really  and  aclually  poffcfs'd  of  this  very  Doc- 

*  Diviae  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  9^..  Atque  adeo  in  plerifque 
civitatibus  inteliigi  rcteft,  acne ndtf  'vtrtutis  gratia,  quo  libcn- 
tius  reipublicx  caufa  periculum  adiret  optimus  quifque,  viro- 
rum  fortium  ijier.-ioriam  honcre  Deorum  immortalium  confe- 
craum  :  ob  earn  enim  ipfam  caufam  Eredlieus  Athenis  filis- 
cjue  cjus  in  aumero  Deorum fur.t.  Nat.  Dsor.  1.  iii.  1 9* 

trine. 
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trine.  Cicero  himfelf  gives  this  Account  of  the 
Cafci,  or  the  rude  and  barbarous  Inhabitants  of 
old  Italy.  "  They  did  nor,  it  feem's,  confider 
'*  Death  as  the  End  and  Deftruction  of  their  Be- 
"  ing,  but  as  a  Change  and  Migration  to  ano- 
"  ther  Life.  They  thought  that  Men  of  great 
"  and  fingular  Qualifications,  that  Perfons  fa- 
"  mous  and  excellent  in  their  Generations,  would 
"  be  raifed  and  exalted  into  Heaven  ;  while  all 
"  the  reft  were  left  to  grovel  in  the  World  be- 
"  low.5*  But  now  is  not  this  here  reprefented 
as  a  popular  and  common  Notion  ?  We  are  told 
that  the  very  loweft  of  the  People  were  actually 
in  PofTefllon  of  it.  Now  if  this  be  true,  as  it 
certainly  is,  what  pofllble  Ground  can  there  be 
for  what  the  learned  Writer  fo  often  repeats  and 
afferts,  viz.  that  this  was  a  fecret  and  hidden 
Doctrine,  imparted  by  the  Philofophers  to  their 
Difciples  only,  and  carefully  concealed  from  the 
Body  of  the  People  k  ? 


k  Mr.  Jack/on  quotes  the  PafTage  from  Cicero,  which  I  re 
fer  to  in  this  Paragragh,  and  then  afks,  "  What  fays  our 
Critic  to  this  ?  By  a  peculiar  Acutenefs  of  Genius  and  Ex 
tent  of  Learning,  he  has  difcover'd  that  thofe  Cafci,  or  an 
cient  Sages  of  Ennius,  and  whom  Cicero  makes  to  be  of 
the  bigbeft  Order  and  Dignity,  and  of  the  greateft  Genius, 
were  no  other  than  the  rude  and  barbarous  Inhabitants  of 
old  Italy.  TheCASCi,  which  is  a  mere  Noun  Adjective 
in  Ennius,  and  an  old  Sabine  Word,  which  fignifies  an 
cient  y  our  Critics  took  to  be  the  Name  of  a  People  who 
lived  fomewhere,  they  know  not  where,  in  Italy,  whom 
they  call  the, Cafci.  They  were  not,  it  feems,  polite  and 
learned  enough  to  be  Infidels,  who  did  not  believe  a  fu 
ture  State;  and  therefore  our  Critic  calls  them  rude  and 
barbarous :  But  Cicero  fpeaks  of  them  as  thofe  whofe  Opi 
nions  were  of  the  bed  Authority  and  higheft  Regard  ; 
"  Men  of  Dignity  and  the  greateft  Undemanding  "p.  51,  ^2. 
Here  our  Gentleman  affumes  an  aukward  Air  of  Gaiety, 
and  aims  at  Mirth  and  Drollery.  Optat  ephippia  bos. — "  The 
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Let  us  now  fee  y/hether  the  Philofbphers 
believed  any  thing  of  this  State  of"  future  Happi- 

nefs. 

''  Cafci,  which  is  a  mere  Koun  AJjefiwe  in  Ennius,  and  an 
'.'  old  Sabine  Word,  which  iignifies  ancient,  our  Critics  took 
"  to  be  the  Name  of  a  People  who  lived  foraewhere,  they 
"  know  not  where,  in  Italy?  We  fee  by  this  he  does  not  fo 
much  as  know  the  commoneft  and  moft  natural  Accidents 
in  Language  ;  that  the  Epithets  of  Men,  Things,  and  Peo 
ple,  perpetually  become  the  Appellatives.  Did  not  Ancients 
in  Englijb  fome  time  ago  fignify  the  Governors  of  a  Society  ? 
Did  not  Sapientes  in  Latin  fignify  Philofophers,  and  Ot  ?ro;\Aot 
in  Greek  the  People  ?  Was  not  Avro^So;^  at  fir  ft  an  Epithet, 
and  yet  did  it  nor  afterwards  become  an  Appellative  ? 

And  now  the  Reader  fees,  why  our  Critics,  (as  he  calls  me, 
— nos  numerus  fumus)  took  Cafci  to  be  the  Name  of  a  People. 
The  Name  of  a  People  quoth  a !  had  I  taken  them  for  Hedge- 
bogs,  it  would  have  given  this  formidable  Man  of  Letters  a 
proper  Occafion  to  have  expofed  my  Miftake  from  Cicero, 
who,  he  fays,  makes  them  to  be  of  the  higheft  Order  and  Dig 
nity.  But  pray,  what  did  St.  Jfrom  take  Cafci  to  mean  when 
he  fays,  Rudes  illi  Italias  homines,  quos  Cafcos  Ennius  ap- 
pellat.  Epift.  xlii.  ad  Niceam. 

Our  Critics  too,  I  make  no  doubt,  had  they  found  the 
Words  AvroxQovBq,  where  the  Athenians  were  fpoken  of, 
would  have  called  that  likcwife,  the.  Name  of  a  People.  The 
whole  of  the  Matter  is  this,  The  Latins  were  divided'  into 
two  Races  j  thofe  before  the  Building  of  Rome,  and  thofe  after: 
The  firft  were  called  Prifci  Latini :  This  being  their  diflin- 
guifhing  Epithet  was  made  their  Appellative,  juft  as  Atm>%- 
6o«s'  was  tc  tke  Athenians:  There  were  other  old  People  befides 
the  Latins,  and  there  were  fuppofcd  to  be  other  Aborigenes 
befides  the  Athenians. 

Were  I  to  fpeak  of  the  ancient  PICTI  as  a  People,  I 
make  no  doubt,  this  great  Critic  would  come  over  me  and 
fay,  "  The  PiQi  which  is  a  mere  Noun  Adjective  in  Clau- 

«<  aian, ir.caluic  Pi£lorum  fanguine  Thule,  and-an  old  La- 

"  tin  Word  which  fignines  painted,  our  Critics  took  to  be 
"  the  Name  of  a  People,  who  lived  fomewhere,  they  know 

*'  not  where,  in  Britain,  whom  they  call  the  Pifti" And 

then,  to  fnew  his  Learning,  we  fhould  have  him  quote  in 
a  .Note,  from  the  laft  Dictionary -"-quod  pigmentis  corpora 
ornabant.  Bede. 

So  much  for  the  Tranflation.  But  my  great  Offence  IP, 
that  I  have  not  fpoken  of  thefe  Men  with  the  Reverence  and 

Etieejn, 
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nefs.  That  we  may  be  the  better  able  to  judge 
of  this,  let  us  attend  to  their  own  Account  of  it. 
They  give  it  only  to  Peribns  of  illuftrious  and 

fignal 

Efceem,  which  their  high  Merit  and  Excellence  requires ; 
that  1  have  not  reprefented  them  as  a  learned  and  polite  Peo  - 
pie ;  as  a  fet  of  Men  of  the  beft  Authority  y  and  the  greatejl 
Under  (landing. 

And  is  it  indeed  true,  that  Controverfy  has  fo  depraved  bis 
own,  that  he  could  not  fee,  St.  Jerom,  fpeaking  of  thefe 
Cafci,  (for  now  I  fuppofe  the  Cafci,  for  the  future  may  go 
Toll-free  from  Criticifm)  delivered  not  only  his  own,  but  C/- 

cero's  Opinion  of  them,  in  the  following  PaiTages Rudes 

ilii  haliae  homines,  quos  CASCOS  appellat  Ennius,  qui  fibi, 
ut  in  Rhetor  ids  Cicero  ait,  RITU  FEK.INO  VICTUM  QJJ^E- 
REBANT,  ante  chartae  et  membranarum  ufum,  aut  in  dedo- 
latis  e  iigno  codicillis,  aut  in  corticibus  arborum  mutuo  Epi- 

ilolarum  alloquia  muflitabant. -Quanto  magis  igitur  nos, 

expolito  jam  artibus  mundo,  id  non  debemus  omittere,  qucd 
illi  fibi  praiilicerunt,  apud  quos  erat  crudarufiicitas,  et  qui  bit- 
manitatem  quodam  modo  nefciebant.  Epif.  xlii. 

Cicero  himfelf  fpeaks  of  them  in  the  following  Terms. 
Sed  qui  nondum  ea,  quae  mult  is  po ft  annis  traSlari  C££pffint,pby- 
Jica  didicifient  tantum  fibi  perfuaferant,  quantum  naturd  ad- 
tnvner.te,  cognoverant :  rationes  et  caufa3  rerum  nonfencbant ,- 
vifis  quibufdam  laspe  movebantur,  hifque  maxima  nodlurni?, 
ut  --vidtientur  it,  qui  <vitd  excejjerant,  ^'were.  I  Tufc.  xiii. 

Such  were  Mr.  \fackfon 's  ^venerable  Sages  $  his  tear  ned  and 
palite  People',  Men  of  t be  great  eft  Genius,  and  mo  ft  confummate 
Understandings  I  But  Cicero  calls  (hem,  Altiffimis  ingeniis pra- 
diti.  And  fo  he  might  do,  had  Mr.  J  undsritcod  any  thing 
of  the  Genius  of  that  great  Man  or  his  Writings,  without 
any  Ncceifity  of  making  a  Rabble  of  Barbarians  commence 
Mailers  of  Arts,  as  if  they  had  juil  come  from  School  at 
Athens.  The  Truth  of  the  Matter  is  fimplythis:  Cicero  is 
here  upon  proving  the  Doftrine  of  a  future  State  from  the 
general  Confent  and  Belief  of  all  Nations.  'And  as  is  his 
way,  in  all  Points,  whether  of  Religion  or  Politics,  his  Love 
of  his  Country  difpoied  him  to  infill  much  upon  the  Opinion 
of  his  own  Roman  Ancellors,  Which  on  fuch  Occafions  he 
tells  us,  more  than  once,  he  efteems  of  the  beft  Authority. 
And  to  do  this  with  the  better  Grace,  he  always  introduces 
them  with  the  higheft  Encomium.  Bat  is  this  to  be  taken 
(Iridlly  according  to  the  Letter  ?  Let  Mr.  J.  read  over  again 
the  Paiges  quoted  above,  and,  if  it  be  poffible,  undeceive 

himfelf. 


fignal  Worth  ;  they  talk  much  of  tie  Society  and 
AffemUy  of  the  Gods.  And  who,  pray,  after  all, 
were  thefe  Gods  ?  Why,  certain  Sons  of  Men, 

who, 

himfelf.  For  he  can  hardly  hops  any  longer  to  deceive  the 
Reader. 

But  our  Critic  is  fo  totally  ignorant  of  this  great  Man's 
Character  that  he  reprefents  him  as  a  poor  narrow  Bigot, 
founding  a  Doclrine  of  fo  great  Importance  on  the  Authority 
of  his  barbarous  Anceftors  ;  without  daring  to  depart  a  Tit 
tle  from  their  Principles,  or  Hart  any  thing  out  of  the  Road 
and  Train  of  popular  thinking.  And  yet  there  is  no  Writer 
in  Antiquity,  whom  this  Character  Ids  fuits.  How  great 
a  Regard  foever  he  may  fometimes  profef?  for  fome  particular 
Men,  yet  he  often  declares  that,  in  our  Enquiries,  we  mould 
be  determined  only  by  the  Force  and  Weight  of  Reafon  ; 
blame?  the  Followers  of  Pythagoras  for  their  ipfe  dixit,  or 
implicit  Belief  in  their  Mafter;  non  enim  tam  auclores  in  dif- 
putando,  quam  rationis  momenta  quarrenda  funt nee  pro- 
bare  foleo  id  quod  de  Pythagoricis  accepimus,  quos  ferunt, 
fi  quid  amimarent  in  difputando,  cum  ex  iis  qusreretar  quare 
ita  eflet,  refpondere  fclitos,  Ipfe  dixit.  De  N.  Deor.  1.  ii. 

Is  it  likely  then  that  one  in  this  way  of  thinking,  would 
be  influerced  by  the  Authority  of  Men,  who  rationes  et  re- 
rum  caufas  r.on  tcnebantj  viiis  quibufdam  faepe  movebantur, 
hiique  maxime  nofturnis,  ut  viderentur  hi,  qui  vita  excefte- 
rant  vivere. 

There  is  a  PajTage  in  the  Timtetis  of  Plato  very  nearly 
allied  to  this  of  Cicero  $  one  may  indeed  fafely  affirm  that 
Cicito  copies  from  it.  As  to  the  popular  Gods,  Plato  tells  us, 
that  we  are  to  believe  what  the  ancient  Mythologifts  taught 
concerning  them  ;  We  mud,  fays  he,  believe  thole  who  have 
"  related  thefe  th'ngs  b  fore  u>;  who  were  Sons  of  the  Gods, 
"  and  well  ar'iuairted  with  the  Affairs  of  their  Parents.  We 
"  cannot  therefore  ciifbelievc  the  Sons  of  the  Gods,  tho'  they 
"  fpeak  without  probable  and  clear  Proofs,  as  they  only  re- 
"  port  things  with  which  they  are  well  acquainted.  We 
f*  muft  then  believe  them  in  Compliance  with  the  Laws."  Ed. 
Ticin.  p.  ^30  Cicero,  in  the  Place  we  are  here  examining, 
fpeaks  much  to  the  fame  Purpofe.  Aatoribus  quidem  ad 
iltam  fememiam uti  pciTumus  optimis et  primum  qui 
dem  omni  antiquitate  ;  qua?  quo  propius  aberat  ab  ortu  et  di- 
vina  progenie,  hoc  melius  ea  fortafle,  quae  erant  vera,  cerne- 
bat.  c.  xii.  ijl  Tufc.  Now  v.'ill  any  one  fay  that  Plato,  in  the 
ge  jufl  re-cited,  fpeaks  his  real  Sentiments  ?  Eufebim  aflures 

us, 
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who,  for  their  eminent  Services  to  their  Fellow- 
Creatures,  were  laid  to  be  ereded  into  a  kind  of 
Deities.  Plato  tells  us,  "  That  they  were  to 
"  become  Daemons  -,  that  they  were  to  receive 
"  divine  Honours ;  and  exercife  a  Providence 
"  over  this  lower  World."  Cicero  too,  in  a 
Fragment  of  his  preferved  by  St.  Auftin^  infifts 
much  on  the  Divinity  of  Rcmulus^  and  brings  a 
particular  Argument  to  maintain  and  defend  it *. 

And 


us,  that  he  all  the  Time  laughs  at  the  popular  Theology, 
which  he  would  feem  to  recommend.  Prap.  Evang.  1.  xiii. 
c.  i.  Eat  now  if  Plato  was  not  in  earneii,  why  ihould  we 
think  that  Cicero  was  ?  Does  he  not  repeat  and  infill  upon 
much  the  fame  Argument  with  Plato?  And  what  was  it  in 
either  more  alan  a  mere  Compliment  to  their  Anceftors  ? 
Befides ;  what  is  the  grand  Point  in  this  Argument  afierted 
by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  ?  Why,  that  the  Philofophers  did 
not  believe  a  future  State.  But  what  Philofophers  does  he 
mean  ?  Only  thofe  who  had  entertained  and  imbibed  the  Prin 
ciples  of  the  Greek  Philofophy  ;  it  is  to  the  Influence  of  thefe 
Principles,  that  he  imputes  the  Difbelief  of  this  Doctrine. 
Eat  had  thefe  Principles  got  any  Footing  in  Italy,  during  the 
Time  Cicero  here  mentions  ? 

I  mall  jult  take  Notice,  in  Conclusion,  of  a  very  grcfs 
and  flagrant  Mifreprefentation.  Mr.  J.  had  produced  this 
Paflage  from  the  firli  Tufculan  to  fhew  that  the  Philofophers 
believ'd  a  future  State,  and  he  would  inlinuate,  that  what  I 
have  obferved  in  this  Chapter,  was  defigned  as  a  proper  and 
direct  Anfwer  to  this  Citation.  (Having  repeated  thePafiage, 
"  What,  adds  he,  fays  our  Critic  to  this?'"}  But  all,  except 
this  bedimrned  Ccntrcverfialift,  may  fee  that  I  am  here  proving 
a  very  different  Thing,  viz.  'That  this  State  of  Happinefs 
in  Heaven  was  a  publick  and  open  Doctrine  ?  If  he  faw  i: 
too,  why  did  he  not  attempt  to  anfwer  that  ?  Why  did  he  fo 
ftudioufly  pervert  my  Argument  before  he  ventured  to  anfwer 
it  ?  Dees  he  think  to  plead  Prefcription ;  and  that  his  old  and 
conltant  Practice  will  juitify  all  his  Arts  of  Controverfy,  or 
ferve  to  recommend  them  to  the  Ufe  or  Approbation  of  any 
t>ne  Man  in  the  World  befides  himfeif  ? 

1  Magis  eft  in  Romulo  admirandum,  quodcaeteri,  qui  Diiex 
hominibus  facti  efle  dicuntur,  minus  erutiiu's  hominum  fsecu'is 
fuerunt,  ut  fingendi  proclivior  ei&t  ratio,  cum  imperiti  facile 

ad 
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And  when  he  defigned  to  confecrate  his  Daugh 
ter,  he  fpeaks  in  this  Manner,  "  That  as  the 
"  Wifdom  of  the  Ancients  had  confederated  and 
<c  deified  many  excellent  Perfons  of  both  Sexes, 
"  whofe  Temples  were  then  remaining,  the  Pro- 
*c  geny  of  Cadmus ;  of  Amphitryon,  of  Tyndatus; 
«  fo  he  would  perform  the  fame  Honour  to  Tul- 
ct  lia,  who,  it  any  Creature  ever  deferved  it, 
"  was  of  all  the  moil  worthy  of  it  :  I  will  do  it, 
"  therefore,  fays  he,  and  confecrate  thee,  thou 
"  beft  arid  moft  learned  of  Women,  now  admit- 
"  ted  into  tbe  Affembly  of  the  Gods,  to  the  Re- 
"  gard  and  Veneration  of  all  Mortals  m."  Thefe 
•learned  Ancients  fpeak  of  the  State  of  Happinefs 
in  Heaven  ;  and  what  do  they  fay  of  it  ?  Why, 
a  few  excellent  Perfons  are  to  be  admitted  to  the 
Society  and  Affembly  of  the  Gods.  But  then  did 
the  Philofophers  themfelves  believe  any  thing  of 
this  Society  and  Affemlly  of  the  Gods^  of  which 
they  have  faid  fo  much  ?  The  very  elegant  and 
polite  Writer  of  the  Htftory  of  the  Life  of  Cicero 
fays,  "  But  it  was  not  Cicero's  real  thought, 
cc  after  all,  to  exalt  his  Daughter  into  a  Deity  ; 
ce  he  knew  it  to  be  abfurci,  as  he  often  declares, 
"  to  pay  divine  Honours  to  dead  Mortals  -,  and 
"  tells  us  how  their  very  Publicans  had  decided 
"  that  Queftion  in  B&otia  •,  for  when  the  Lands 
"  of  the  immortal  Gods  were  excepced  out  of  their 
"  Leafe,  by  the  Law  of  the  Cenfors,  they  de- 
"  nied,  that  any  one  could  be  deemed  an  immortal 
<c  God,  who  had  once  been  a  Man ;  and  fo  mads 
"  the  Lands  of  Amphiaraus  and  Trophonius  pay 

ad  credendum  impellerentur.  Romuli  autem  astatem  minus 
his  fexcentis  jam  inveteratis  Literis,  atque  Do&rinis,  omnique 
illo  antique  ex  inculta  hominum  vitacrrore  lublato  fuiffe  cerni- 
mus.  De  Ci<v.  Dei,  1.  xxii.  6. 

in  Hiftory  of  the  Life  of  M.  Tuilius  Cicero,  vol.  ii.  p.  189. 


[  55  ] 

<c  the  fame  Taxes  with  the  reft.  Yet  in  a  political 
"  View  he  fometimes  recommends  the  Worfhip 
"  of  thofe  Sons  of  Men,  whom  their  eminent 
"  Services  to  Mankind  had  advanced  to  the 
"  Rank  of  inferior  Gods  V  Sigonius  declares  the 
fame  •,  whofe  Words  are  fo  very  much  to  oar 
Purpofe,  that  I  cannot  forbear  inferting  them. 
"  I  do  not  know  (fays  he)  but  thofe  learned  Men 
"  are  in  the  right,  who  think  that  feveral  excel- 
"  lent  and  brave  Perfons  have -been  confecrated 
"  and  deified,  in  order  to  incite  Men  to  Acts  of 
"  Heroifm,  and  that  they  may  encounter  Dan- 
"  gers  with  more  Readinefs  in  the  Service  of 
"  their  Country."  And  he  adds,  "  That  fe- 
tc  veral  Perfons  were  confecrated  in  Old  Greece 
"  with  this  very  -  V:ew°."  And  however  this 
falfe  Cicero  may  fail  in  other  Points,  there  can 
be  no  Queftion,  bur  that  he  here  copies  the  true 
and  real  Sentiments  of  Cicero  himfelf ;  who,  in 
one  of  the  PafTages  above  cited,  declares,  that 
thefe  Deifications  were  made,  acucnd*  virtuiis 
gratia,  quo  libentius  reiptiblica  caufa  periculum 
adire't  optimus  quifque. 

The  Sum  then  of  our  Argument  is  this  r.The 
Philofophers  mention  a  State  of  future  Happinefs 
in  Heaven  ;  they  fay,  that  fome  few  excellent 
Perfons  fhall  be  admitted  into  the  Society  and  Af- 
fembly  of  the  Gods.  But  then  this  Society  and  Jf- 

"  Ibid.  p.  190. 

0  Atque  haud  {"do  an  recle  fenferint  viri  doftiffimi,  quorum 
ea  fuit  opinio,  viros  claros  &  fortes  idcirco  deorum  immortal'mm 
konore  con/ecratos,  utincitaretur  virtus  acrius,  &  acuerencur  ve- 
hementius  ad  obeunda  pcricula,  qui  patriae  amore  ftudioque 
tenebantur. Quod  optime  agnovit  8:  diutiffime  reiinuit  om 
nium  literarum  praeclara  cuilos  8c  altrix  Graecia,  quas  multos 
habet  virtutis  gratia  fa&os  ex  hominibus  Deos?  quorum "alios 
fatentur  novos ;  alios  multis  jam  feculis  receptos  in  cesium, 
confecratofque  conrendur.t.  6e  Co»/olatione. 

fembly 
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femlly  cf  tie  Gods  was  all  a  pure  Fable  and  Fic 
tion  of  their  own.  As  therefore  they  believed 
nothing  of  the  Society  and  AJJembly  into  which 
thefe  excellent  Perfons  were  to  be  admitted,  'tis 
impofTible  that  they  fhould  believe  any  thing  of 
the  Admiffion  itfelf. 

Again ;  it  is  remarkable,  the  learned  Gentle- 
rhan  every  where  allows  that  the  Stories  of  the 
Ely  flan   Fields    were   confidered    as    mere   Fic 
tions  ;   and  here  I  cannot  for  the  Life  of  me  con 
ceive,   what  it  is  which  induces  him  to  think  that 
the  State  of  future  Happinefs  in  Heaven  was  not 
viewed  in  the  very  fame  Light.     For,  let   me 
afk  him,  whence  does  he  conclude  that  the  Phiio- 
fophers  believed  nothing  of  Elyfmm  ?  Is  it  be- 
caufe  it  made  part  of  the  popular  and  external 
Doctrine  ?    Becaufe  'tis  fometimes  mentioned  as 
an  Engine  of  Policy,  contrived  only  for  the  Sake 
of  Government  ?   And  does  he  think  we  will  not 
fay  the  fame  for  the  State  of  future  Happinefs  in 
Heaven  ?    Have    we   not   indeed   proved  from 
Hiftory  and  real  Fact,   that    this  was  the  very 
Cafe  of  the  latl  Doctrine  ? — Bur,   perhaps,  he 
may   infer  their  Difbelief  of  Elyfmm  from  an 
other  Circumflance ;  from  the  Fables  and  Hi- 
ft  ones  with  which  it  is  intermixed,  and  which, 
'tis  notorious  and  allowed  on   all  hands,    were 
not  believed    by   the   Philofophers  themfelves. 
For  as  to   the  Judges  of  Hell,  the  Society  and 
Affembly  of  the  Gods  in   the  infernal  Regions ; 
thcfe  were  confidered  by  all  Men  of  Senfe   as 
merely  political,   as   invented  only  to  keep  the 
People   in  Order.      But,    pray,    now  does   not 
this  very  Reafon  equally  conclude  againft  their 
Belief   of  the   State    of    future    Happinefs    in 
Heaven  ?  The  Society  and  AJfembly  of  the  Gods; 

their 
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their  Banquets,  Entertainment 'JP,  and  Marriage^ 
are  the  principal  Circumftances  we  find  recorded 
of  this  State.  But  were  not  thefe  as  grofs  and 
rank  Fables,  as  any  that  were  feigned  of  the 
Elyfian  Fields?  With  regard  then  to  the  Philofo- 
phers,  we  have  proved  their  Difbelief  of  this  State 
of  Happinefs  in  Heaven,  on  the  very  fame 
Principles,  and  in  the  very  fame  Manner  'tis 
ufual-to  prove  their  Difbelief  of  EJyfium:  Which 
the  learned  Writer,  I  am  perfuaded,  had  faved 
us  the  Trouble  of  doing,  had  he  not  been  un- 
Juckily  milled  by  the  Ambiguity  of  Terms.  Ely- 
fium^  in  whatever  Senfe  you  take  it,  is  confefled- 
Jy  a  fabulous  and  imaginary  Place.  But  Hea- 
ven,  in  the  Chrillian  Syflem,  being  a  Reality, 
the  good  Man  did  not  refledt  that,  in  the  Pagan 
Theology,  its  Exiftence  was  as  vifionary  as  that 
of  Elyfium  itfelf  j  and  the  very  fame  in  Greece 
and  Italy,  as  Odirfs  Hall  amongft  the  Northern 
Nations. 

And  what  fays  cur  Author  in  his  laft  Pam 
phlet,  to  all  this  ?  Why,  he  aiTerts  and  infi'fts 
STILL  p.  35.  that  Heaven  was  as  much  a  Reality 
in  the  Pagan  as  in  the  Cbriftian  Syflem.  But 
why  then  does  he  not  confider  the  feveral  Argu 
ments  which  I  have  alledged  to  prove  the  con 
trary  ?  Why  does  he  not  ihew,  that  this  Notion  of 

P  Ilia  autem  Deorum  vita,  five  Apotheofis,  gcmino  capite 
precipue  continebatur  :  Conviftu  Jovis,  &  De<z  alicujus  con- 
jugio.  Sic  apud  Horatium,  1.  iv.  od.  8.  Hercuiis  Divinitas 
inde  flatuitur,  quod  Jovis  inter  eft  optatis  epulis  impiger  Her 
cules.  Idemquc,  ut  notum  eft,  Hcben,  Juvenrutis  Deam,  acce- 
pit  in  corjugem.  Ruseus  in  Virgil.  Eel.  iv.  Dearum  connubio 
&  Deorum  convivio  dii  efficiuntur.  Servius  infiLneid.  i. 

Tu  mihi  quodcnnquc  hoc  regni,  tu  fceptra,  Jovemque 
Concilias  j  tu  das  epulis  accumbere  Divum.   -/Eneid.  i. 

Nee  Deus  hunc  menja,  Dea  nee  dignata  cubili  eft.  EC.  iv. 

E  Heave 


t  5M 

Heaven  was  Founded  upon  better  Authority  than 
the  common  and  popular  Accounts  of  Ely/turn  ? 
No,  your  Servant,  Sir,  fays  he,  for  that.  He 
has  fiill,  as  often  as  he  is  confuted,  (Thanks  to 
the  Genius  of  Controverfy  I)  a  new  Stock  of  Con 
fidence,  and  the  fame  Self-Satisfaction  and  Com 
placency,  which  enable  him  to  repeat  his  Aflfer- 
tions,  as  if  nothing  had  happened  •,  and,  as  if  he 
had  not  been  confuted  with  a  Force  that  would 
make  a  Novice  in  the  An  blufh  himfelf  into  bet 
ter  Manners. 

Upon  the  Whole  ;  could  the  learned  Author 
prove  that  they  believed  a  future  State  thus  cir- 
cumftanced,  yet  I  would  not  ad  vile  him  to  tri 
umph  too  foon,  left  his  Adverfaries  mould  reply 
that  it  is  nothing  to  the  Purpofe,  as  it  was  not 
fuppofed  to  include  the  Body  of  good  Men.  If 
we  add  to  this,  that  this  Notion  was  merely  po 
pular  and  external  *  that  it  never  was  entertained 
by  the  Philofophers  themfelves  ;  we  fhall,  I  dare 
fay,  hear  no  more  of  it ;  at  leaft  in  way  of  Op- 
pofition  to  the  Doctrine  of  the  Divine  Legation**. 

CHAR 

1  However  Mr.  Jackfonfays,  "  I  have  with  VERY  LIT- 
6t  TLE  TROUBLE  confuted  every  thing  alledged  in  the  C-ri- 
•'  tical  Inquiry  againft  my  Proof  that  the  ancient  Pnilolbphers 
*•*  did  conltantly  and  invariably  profefs  and  believe  a  future 
«*  State."  p.  69. 

If  he  has  done  this,  and  certainly  in  his  Time  he  has  done 
Wonders,  Envy  iifelf  muft  own  it  was  with  very  little  Trott- 
lle ,  for  he  has  overturned  all  my  Arguments  without  fo 
much  as  confuting,  or  even  repeating  any  of  them.  How 
ever  we  mull  believe  he  will  make  amends  for  this,  whenever 
the  Public  expreffes  an  Inclination  for  a  fecond  Edition  of  any 
of  his  Pamphlets.  In  the  mean  time  I  fhall  comfort  myfelf, 
as  well  as  I  can,  under  this  Difgrace,  with  the  Approbation  of 
a  Genius  worth  a  Thoufand  of  thefe  Anfauerers  by  ProfeJJlon9 
the  Author  of  the  Difcourfe  on  the  Converfion  of  St.  Pauh 
And  what  greater  Honour  could  be  done  an  obfcure  jiamelefa 
Writer  than  to  be  approved  by  him,  and  condemned  by  the- 
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CHAP.    III. 

Mr.  Jackfon,  in  his  firft  Piece,  gives 
the  Re-union  of  the  Soul  with  God,  as  the 
only  Notion  of  future  Happinefs  entertained 
by  the  old  Philofophers.  His  .Account  of  if 
examined  and  confuted.  That  this  Re-union, 
and  the  State  oj  Happinefs  in  Heaven,  were 
conceived  by  the  Ancients  to  be  very  different 
and  dijlinft  things. 

SO  much  for  the  State  of  future  Happinefs  in 
Heaven.    And  here  I  cannot  but  take  Notice 
that  the  learned  Writer  himfelf  gives  a  very  diffe 
rent  Account  of  this  Matter  in  his  firfl  Pamphlet. 

Majler  of  Wig  ft  on  $  Hofpital.  But  to  give  him,  what  he  never 
gives  his  Reader,  a  little  Argument.  The  Points  difcuffed  in 
this  Chapter  are  of  the  greateft  Importance  in  the  prefent 
Controverfy,  As  to  a  State  of  Happinefs  for  the  Good,  the 
Gentleman  himfelf  confines  us  to  the  particular  Notion  I  have 
been  here  examining.  Why  then  does  he  not  endeavour  to 
invalidate  the  Proofs,  which  I  have  aiiedged  to  mew  that  it 
did  not  belong  to  good  Men  in  common  ?  "  /  have,  fays  he, 
"  confuted  them  all"  But  in  what  Corner  of  his  blind  Book 
lies  this  fculking  Confutation,  that  no  Reader  before  iblpeded 
it,  and  no  one  now  can  find  it  ?  Why  does  he  To  Citauoufly 
evade  touching  the  feveral  Arguments,  that  have  bt-en  pro 
duced  to  mew,  that  this  State  or  Happinefs  in  Heaven  w<>s 
fuppofed  to  be  a  mere  Fiction  j  was  coniider'd  by  all  Men  of 
Senfe  as  a  pure  Engine  of  Policy,  invented  only  for  the  Sake 
of  Government  ? 

He  does  indeed  fay9  (and  for  roundly  faying  what  he  can't 
prove  he  never  had  his  Fellow)  that  this  State  of  Happinejs  in 
Heajen  was  defcribed  and  reprefented  in  a  more  rtafonable 
Light;  was  confidered  as  a  State  of  Contemplation,  in  which 
Men  were  to  improve  in  Knowledge  and  Virtue.  But  tho'  he 
fay  all  this  till  he  be  black  in  the  Face,  it  will  never  prove 
that  Heaven  was  confider'd  as*  Reality  in  the  Pagan  Syllem, 
becaufe  the  fame  things  are  often  faid  of  Ely/turn  itielf,  con- 
fefled  to  be  confidered  as  no  Reality* 

E  2  He 
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lie  there  tells  usa,  "  That  the  Re-union  of  the 
"  Soul,  or  its  Return  to  God,  was  conceived  to 
46  be  the  peculiar  Recompence  and  Reward  of 
tc  good  Men  after  Death  •,  he  gives  this  as  the 
"  only  Notion  of  future  Happinefs,  really  believ- 
46  ed  by  the  Philofophers  themfelves.*'  Since 
then  he  lays  fo  much  Strefs  on  this  Re-union,  it 
may  not  be  arnifs  to  confider  what  he  has  ad 
vanced  on  this  Head.  He  every  where  reprefents 
it  as  a  State  of  the  moft  abfolute  and  perfect  Hap 
pinefs.  This  would  be  very  much  to  his  Pur- 
pofe,  could  he  prove  it.  I  do  indeed  find  that 
he  aiTerts  it  again  and  again ;  but  alas  !  all  thefe 
Afiertions  will  not  amount  to  one  Proof.  How 
ever,  in  Support  of  this  Notion,  he  refers  us  to 
JamblicbtiSi  p.  89,  90.  This  is  the  ible  Autho 
rity  produced  by  him  ;  and  this,  unluckily,  in 
the  prefent  Cafe  turns  out  to  be  no  Authority  at 
all.  Does  not  Mr.  Jackfon  know  that  the  Ar 
gument  of  the  Divine  Legation  relates  to  the  Sen 
timents  of  thofe  Philofophers,  who  lived  before 
our  Saviour?  "  Such  was  the  general  Doctrine 
"  on  this  Point,  before  the  coming  of  Chrifti- 
*c  anity.  But  then  thofe  Philofophers,  who  held 
4C  out  againft  its  Truth,  new  modelled  both  their 
"  Philofophy  and  Religion,  making  their  Phi- 
<c  lofophy  more  religious,  and  their  Religion 
"  morephilofophical :  Of  which  we  have  given  fe- 
"  veral  occafional  Inftances  in  the  Courfe  of  this 
"  Work.  So  amongft  the  many  Improvements 
4C  of  Pagamfm^  the  foftening  this  Doctrine  was 
46  one  ;  the  modern  Platonifts  confining  the  No- 
"  tion  of  the  Soul's  being  Part  of  the  divine  Sub- 
<c  fiance,  to  thofe  of  Brutes.  Every  rational 
"  Power i  fays  Porphyry,  is  refolded  into  tbe  Life 

*  Page  71 J 
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6<  of  the  Whole.  And  it  is  remarkable  that  then, 
cc  and  not  till  then,  the  Philofophers  really  be- 
"  gan  to  believe  the  Doftrine  of  a  future  State 
"  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments."  (Divine  Le 
gation^  vol.  i.  p.  430.)  When  the  Queftion  is 
thus  plainly  confined  to  the  Period  before  our  Sa 
viour,  why  are  we  referred  to  JamUichus,  who 
Jived  ib  long  after  it  ?  This  furely  looks  like  Di- 
itrefs.  For  why  this  poaching  in  unlicenfed  Au 
thors,  if  the  Gentleman  could  have  flarted  his 
Game  like  a  fair  Sportfman  ?  But  let  him  anfwer 
directly  to  this  plain  Queftion  ;  Were  the  Doc 
trines  of  the  Philofophers  the  fame,  in  the  Days 
of  JamblichuS)  as  in  the  times  before  our  Savi 
our  ? — Were  the  Notions  of  the  human  Soul 
the  fame  in  thefe  two  Periods  ?  It  is  certain  that 
he  muft  anfwer  in  the  Negative- •,  and  what  clear 
er  Proof  can  there  be  than  this,  that  the  Tefti- 
mony  of  Jamblichus  is  of  no  Force  in  the  prefent 
Queftion b? 

It 

b  However,  as  our  Author  lays  fo  great  Strefs  on  the  Tefti- 
mony  of  this  Jamblicbus,  as  he  makes  no  Diftinclion  between 
the  Philofophers  who  lived  before  and  after  the  coming  of  our 
Saviour  :  I  will  juft  give  him  a  fhort  Character  of  thefe  loft, 
and  that  from  fome  other-guife  Writers  than  himfelf  j  from 
fome  of  the  beft  Scholars  our  Country  has  to  boaft  of.  The 
excellent  Stillinpjleet,  fpeaking  of  thefe  very  Men,  fays, 
Whoever  is  converfant  with  the  Writings  ot  thofe  Philofo 
phers,  who  were  of  the  facred  Succeffion,  out  of  the  School 
of  Ammonius  at  Alexandria ;  fuch  as  Ptofinus,  Porphyrius, 
Jamblicbus,  Hierodes,  will  find  them  write  in  a  higher 
Strain,  concerning  many  weighty  Truths,  as  of  the  De 
generacy  of  Men's  Soul  from  God,  and  the  way  of  the 
Souls  returning  to  him,  than  the  mod  fublime  of  the  anr 
cient  Philofophers  had  done.  Which  Speculations  of  theirs 
arofe  not  fo  much  from  the  School  of  Plato  and  Pythagoras  t 
as  of  that  great  Reftorer  of  Philofophy,  Ammonius  of  Alex- 
*'  andria  ,•  whofe  Scholars,  Herennius,  Qrigen,  and  Plotinus 
E  3  "  were 
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It  may  be  faid  that  I  confider  the  Re-union  of 
the  Soul,  and  the  Srate  of  Happinefs  in  Heaven* 
-as  different  and  diftinct  things  •,  whereas  the 
learned  Writer  I  have  to  do  with,  all  along  fup- 
pofes  that  they  were  one  and  the  fame  State. — I 
believe  he  does  •,  however,  I  chute  rather  to  fol 
low  the  Ancients,  who  always  conlider  them  as 
very  feparate  and  diftinct  things,  than  this  great 
Modern,  who  hath  been  pleafed  to  mix  and  con 
found  them.  Seneca  fays,  Magnus  animus  Deo 
pareat,  &  quicquid  lex  univerfi  jubet  fine  cundla- 

"  were,  who  living  and  dying  a  Ckrifi**,  as  Eufebius  and 
*'  Jerom  affure  us,  whatever  Porpbyrius  fuggefts  to  the  con- 
c'  trary,  did  communicate  to  his  Scholars  the  fublimer  My- 
"  fteries  of  divine  Revelation,  together  with  the  Speculations 
"  of  the  ancient  Philofophers."  Orrglnes  Sacr<e,  1.  iii  c.  3. 
p.  500,  i. 

The  great  Bentley,  fpeaking  of  the  later  Philofophers,  de 
clares,  "  That  for  their  profefforial  Interefts,  and  to  keep  the 
"  Prgan  Syftem  in  Countenance  againft  the  Objections   of 
*'  Cbriftians,   they  bad  quite  altered  the  old  Schemes  of  Pbilo- 
'  Jopby,   and  pretended  to  more  Impulfes,  Infpirations,  Re- 
'  velations  and  Commerce  with   the  Deity,  than  Cbriftians 
'  could  truly  do.     Not  one  of  thofe  fandified  Philofophers 
'  but  had  Dreams,  Vifions,  and  extatic  Colloquies  with  Dx- 
'  mons  every  Night,    djrV."    Remarks   upon  a   Difcourfe  of 
Tree-thinking  part  ii.  p.  24. 

The  learned  Wbitby  confirms  the  fame  ;  as  to  Hierocles, 
"Porphyry,  Proc/us,  nnd  Jatr.blicbu;,  "  I  am  apt  to  fufpeci, 
**  fays  he,  that  as  in  other  things  they  apparently  drefled  up 
"  their  Philofophy  and  Morality  anew,  to  accommodate  i: 
*'  the  better  to  the  Chriftian  Philofophy,  that  fo  there  might 
*'  feem  lefs  need  of  Cbriftianity  j  and  particularly  made  the 
*'  Felicity  of  Souls  hereafter  much  like  the  Cbrtflian  Doc- 
"  trine,  that  fo  they  might  deftroy  or  render  needlefs  the 
*'  Dodlrine  of  the  Refurrcdion."  i  Cor.  xv.  44. 

But  now  let  him  not  mifiake  the  Purpofe  of  thefe  Quota 
tions,  and  imag'ne  they  are  given  for  any  further  End  than 
to  &e\v  in  general  that  the  Cbriftian  Religion  occafioned  a 
Change  in  rhe  philofcphic  Syflems  of  Pttganifm  :  That  it  made 
this  Change  in  the  Points  in  auellion  reits  on  the  Arguments  of 
the  Z).  L. 

tione 
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done  patiatur ;  aut  in  meliorem  emittitur  vitam, 
lucidius,  tranquillius  inter  divina  manfurus^  aut 
certe  fine  ullo  futurus  incommodo,  nature  fu<e 
remijcebitur  &  revertetur  in  totum c.  It  will  not 
be  denied  that  the  rirft  Part  relates  to  the  State  of 
Happinefs  in  Heaven ,  and  the  feconci  to  the  Re- 
fufion  of  the  Soul.  But  then  are  they  not  plainly 
and  directly  oppofed  to  each  other  ?  muft  they 
not  therefore  have  been  confidered  as  very  fepa- 
rate  and  diftinct  States? 

The  fame  Author,  in  another  Place,  confirms 
the  fame  thing:  He  fpeaks  of  the  Blifs  and  Hap 
pinefs  of  Heaven,  but  then  he  fpeaks  of  it,  as 
previous  to  the  Refufion  of  the  Soul d.  Nos  quo- 
quefelices  anim#  &?  sterna  fortita^  cum  Deo  vi- 
fum  erit  ifta  iterum  moliri,  labentibus  cunftis, 
&  ipfi  parva  ruinse  ingentis  acceflio,  in  antique* 
element  a  vertsmur  •,  or,  as  Lipfius  on  the  Place 
fays,  ftiall  be  refolved  into  the  univerfal  Soule. 
There  can  furely  be  no  Queftion  but  thefe  were 
thought  to  be  different  anddiftincl:  States,  as  the 
one  was  fuppofed  both  oppofite  to,  and  prior  to 
the  other.  The  Re-union  was  to  begin  at  the 
very  Time,  when  the  State  of  Happinefs  in  Hea 
ven  was  conceived  to  end. 

Again ;  Mr.  Jackfon  gives  the  Re-union  to 
the  Souls  of  good  Men  in  general :  But  I  have 
proved  that  the  State  of  Happinefs  in  Heaven 
v/as  referved  only  for  Men  of  great  and  exalted 
Merit;  for  thofe,  whofe  eminent  Services  to 
Mankind  had  raifed  and  advanced  them  above 
the  reft  of  their  Fellow-Creatures, 


c  Epift.  72. 

d  Cap.  tilt.  adMartlam. 

6  Animae  igitur  tune  omnes  iterum  ad  mundi  anlmam,  i.  e^ 
ad  Jovem— refolyuntur.     Pbyfol.  Stoicor.  /.  i".  c .  1 1 
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Having  eftablifhed  this  Difference,  let  us  now 
fee  how  it  affects  our  prefent  Queflion.  The 
learned  Author,  in  his  firft  Piece,  fends  us  to 
the  Re-union,  as  the  only  Notion  of  future  Re 
wards,  really  entertained  by  the  old  Philo  fop  hers. 

'  In-  ttefecond  he  refers  us  to  a  State  of  Blifs  and 
Happinefs  in  Heaven,  as  the  only  DoEfrine  really 
believed  by  them.  Did  he  then  conceive  thefe  to 
be  one  and  the  fame  State  ?  If  he  did  •,  he  may 
probably,  by  this  time,  be  convinced  that  he 
was  miftaken. 

Did  he  conceive  them  to  be  feparate  and  di- 
ftinct  States?  If  he  did,  the  Doctrine  of  his  firft 
and  fecond  Pieces,  are  directly  oppofite  and  con 
tradictory  to  each  other.  In  the  firft,  the  Philo- 
fophers  fuppofed  all  future  Happinefs  to  confifl 
barely  in  the  Re-union  of  the  Soul.  In  the  fe 
cond,  they  believed  a  State  of  Happinels  in  Hea 
ven,  diftinct  from  this  Re-union. 

And  what  fays  our  Defender  to  all  this  ?  He 
fays,  what  no  charitable  Reader  will  readily  be- 
Jieve  of  him,  That  I  all  along  confound  thefe  twq 
States ,  and  make  them  one.  See  fas  Further  De 
fence  p.  65.  Fie  ventured  to  fay  this,  I  fuppofe, 
becaufe  he  knew  I  could  not  retort  the  Charge 
upon  him  ;  the  Dcfign  of  this  Chapter  being  to 
fhew  that  be  fpcaks  with  fo  much  Confuiion  and 
Inconfiilency  of  thefe  two  States,  that  'tis  impof- 
fible  to  gather  from  his  Talk,  whether  he  did  con- 

fider  them  as  one  or  two.  Or,  perhaps  it  was 
becaufe,  in  this  Chapter,  I  bring  feveral  Autho 
rities  and  Arguments  to  prove  that  they  were 
confidered  as  two  Jcparale  and  dijlinft  States : 
Therefore  his  bufinefs  toeing  to  contradict  me, 
Jje-iays  that  Ifuppofe  them  to  be  one  and  the  fame. 
If  ar;y  of  his  Readers  can  give  a  better  Account 

'of 


of  this  Matter  than  I  have  done,  I,  but  efpecially 
Mr.  Jackfon,  fhall  be  obliged  to  him. 

Let  us  juft  recapitulate  the  real  State  of  the 
Queftion  :  The  learned  Writer  pretends  to  give 
us  the  only  Notion  of  future  Happinefs  aftually 
believed  and  entertained  by  the  Philofophers 
themfelves.  By  this  Means  he  brings  the  Dif- 
pute  between  us  into  a  narrow  Compafs :  For 
in  this  Cafe,  what  have  we  to  do,  but  to  con- 
fiderthis  very  Doctrine;  to  examine  into  the  real 
State  of  it?  And,  as  it  does  not  appear  from 
hence  that  the  Philofophers  believed  a  State  of 
future  Happinefs,  it  follows  of  Courfe,  from 
his  own  Principles,  that  we  have  hitherto  no 
Proof,  that  they  belived  any  future  Rewards 
whatfoever. 


CHAP.     IV. 

the  Philofophers  did  not  believe  a 
ture  State  of  Punifhments. 


LE  T  us  come  now  to  that  Part  of  the  Que 
ftion,  which  relates  to  their  Belief  of  future 
Punifhments.  And  here  I  fhali  confine  myfeif 
to  one  fmgle  Argument  :  It  has  been  indeed  be 
fore  mentioned  in  the  Divine  Legation  ;  and, 
from  its  being  yet  unanfwered,  I  mail  not  fcru- 
ple  to  affirm,  that  'tis  effectual,  and  decifive  of 
the  Point  in  Queftion.  It  is  grounded  on  a  Paf- 
fage  of  Cicero^  where  he  declares,  ¥hat  the  com- 
won  and  popular  Accounts  of  another  Life  were 
ifye  only  Foundation  and  Support  of  future  Punijh- 
wents.  New  it  is  allowed,  even  by  Mr.  Jackfon 

himfelf, 
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himfelf,  that  the  Ancients  did  not  believe  thefe 
common  and  popular  Accounts :  And  therefore, 
with  his  Leave,  I  would  conclude,  upon  the  Au 
thority  of  Cicero,  that  they  believed  no  future 
Punilhrnents  whatfoever. 

But  let  us  review  the  Paflage  :  It  is  taken  from 
the  Oration  for  Cluentiu*.  Narn  nunc  quidem, 
quid  tandem  illi  mali  mors  attulit  ?  Nifi  forte 
ineptiis  ac  fabulis  ducimur,  ut  exiitimemus  ilium, 
apud  Inferos  impiorum  fupplicia  perferre,  &c. 
Qusefi  falfafunt,  ID  O^IJOD  OMNES  INTELLIGUNT, 
quid  ei  tandem  aliud  mors  eripuit  prater  fenfum 
dploris  f?  Our  Argument  fuppofes  that  thefe 

common 

f  In  this  Paflage  Cicero  declares  that  the  common  Account 
of  the  infernal  Torments  was  the  only  Foundation  and  Support 
of  a  State  of  future  Punifhments.  Now  the  learned  Author 
of  the  Hiftory  of  his  Life  afiures  us,  that  he  did  not  believe 
the  firft  ;  and  this  would  make  one  fufpeft  that  he  could  not 
believe  the  latter ;  becaufe  he  himfelf  tells  us,  that  this  laft 
derives  all  its  Credit  and  Authority  from  the  Suppofition  that 
the  firft  were  true. 

And  indeed  he  frequently  declares  that  he  believes  nothing 
of  future  Punilhments ;  and  this  not  only  in  a  few  fcatteredi 
Hints,  accidentally  thrown  out,  and  when  he  was  not  con fi- 
dering  the  Subject :  But  in  thofe  very  Treatifes,  that  were 
deliberately  written  on  this  Quezon  ;  in  thofe  very  Treatifes, 
to  which  the  fine  Writer  abovementioned  refers  us  for  his  real 
Opinion  on  the  Point  in  Difpute.  In  the  firft  Tujculan, 
having  mentioned  the  feveral  Opinions  of  Philofophers  con 
cerning  the  Soul,  he  adds,  "  Which  ever  of  thefe  is  admit- 
"  ted  to  be  true,  Death  will  not  be  attended  with  any  Mifery ." 
Efficiet  ratio,  ut,  qusecunque  vera  fit  earum  fententiarum 
quas  expofui,  mors  aut  tnalum  non  fit>  aut  fit  bonum  po- 
tius.  c.  11. 

Quid  hoc?  dafne  aut  manere  animos  pod  mortem, aut  morte 
ipfa  interire?  A.  Do  vero;  quod Ji  maneant,  beatos  effe  con- 
cedo :  Sin  intereant,  non  efie  miieros,  quoniam  ne  fmt  qui- 
dem.  c.  ii. . 

Gradietur  ad  mortem  ;  in  qua  aut  fummum  bonum,  aut 
nullum  tnatum  ejfc  cognovimus.  c.  46. 

Ut  auc  in  seternam  et  plane  in  noftram  domum  remigre- 
jnus,  aut  QWtu  fenfu  mQlsJlicsque  carfawus.  c.  49.. 
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common  Stories  were  the  only  Foundation  and 
Support  of  future  Punifhments.  And  does  not 
Cicero  himfelf  fuppofe  the  fame?  "  If  thefe 

"  (fays 

Multa  primo  die,  cum  de  ipfa  morte  quasreremus ;  non 
pauca  poftero,  cum  ageretur  de  dolore,  funt  difta  de  morte  : 
Qua?  qui  recordetur,  haud  fane  periculum  eft,  ne  non  mor 
tem  aut  optandam  aut certe  non  timendam  putet.  1.  v.  40. 

And  in  his  Piece  on  old  Age  he  fpeaks  ftrongly  to  the  fame 
Purpofe.  Jam  fenfus  moriendi  aliquis  effe  poteft,  ifque  ad 
exiguum  tempus  prasfertim  feni;  poft  mortem  qui  Jem  fenfus  aut 
cptandus  aut  nullus  eft. 

O  miferum  fenem,  qui  mortem  contemnendam  efle  in  cam. 
longa  cetate  non  viderit !  quae  aut  plane  negligenda  eft,  ft 
omnino  extinguit  animum  ;  aut  etiam  cptanda,  li  aliquo  eum 
deducit,  ubi  fit  futurus  aeternus.  jStqui  tertium  certe  nihil 
in<veniri  poteft.  C.  19.  20. 

Lattantius  has  preferred  the  following  Paflage  from  the 
Books  of  Laws ;  Gratulamurque  nobis,  quoniam  mors  aut 
meliorem,  quaxn  qui  eft  in  vita,  aut  certe  non  deteriorem  alla- 
tura  eft  ftatum.  Nam  fine  corpore,  animo  vigente,  divina  vita 
eft;  fenfu  carente^  nibil  profeflo  eft  mail.  L.  Hi.  18.  In  the 
next  Paflage  we  are  told  that  Death  is  terrible  to  them,  who 
leave  no  Name  and  Reputation  behind  them  ;  this  is  repre- 
fented  as  the  only  Lofs  and  Suffering  that  will  really  attend 
the  wicked  after  their  Departure  out  of  this  World.  Mbr- 
temne  mihi  minitaris,  ut  omnino  ab  hominibusj  an  exilium, 
ut  ab  improbis  demigrandum  fit  ?  Mors  terribilis  eft  iis,  quo 
rum  cum  vita  omnia  extinguuntur  j  non  iis,  quorum  laus  emori 
non  poteft.  Paradox,  ii.  Jn  his  Offices  he  affirms  that  "  God 
"  could  not  be  angry,  nor  hurt  any  one."  And  this  in  order 
to  prove,  that  tbeperjur'dMan  had  nothing  to  fear  from  the 
divine  Vengeance,  But  how  could  the  Principle  juft  cited  prove 
this,  unlels  it  was  fuppofed  to  exclude  all  divine  Punifhments  ? 

Quid  eft  igitur  (dixerit  quis)  in  jurejurando  ?  Num  iratum 
timemus  Jovem  ?  At  hoc  quidem  commune  eft  omnium 
philofophorum ;  non  eorum  modo,  qui  Deum  nihil  habere 
ipfum  negotii,  et  nihil  exhibere  alteri ;  fed  eorum  etiam,  qui 
Deum  Temper  agere  aliquid  et  moliri  volunt ;  nunquam  nee 
irafci  Deum,  nee  nocere.  iji.  28. 

Saepiffime  et  legi  et  audivi  nihil  mali  effe  in  morte,  in  qua 
fi  refideat  fenfus,  immortalitas  ilia  potius  quam  mors  ducenda 
fit;  fin  fit  amiffus,  nulla  videri  miferia  debet  quae  nonfentia- 
tur.  Fam.  Ep.  v.  16.  And  in  the  next  Booik,  fpeaking  of 
Death,  he  fays,  prjefertim  cum  id  impencjeat,  in  quo  non 
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<c  (fays  he)  are  falfe,  as  all  Men   fee  they  are, 
*'  what  has  Death   deprived   him  of  beiides  a 
*c  Senfe  of  Pain?"  Does  hot  this  Reafoning  evi 
dently 

niodo  dolor  nullu?,  verum  finis  etiam  dolorisfuturuseft.  Fam. 
Ep.  vi.  4.  To  thefe  we  may  add  feveral  PaiTages,  produced 
by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  Ut  hoc  faltem  in  maximis  malis 
boni  confequamur,  ut  mortem,  quam  etiam  beati  contemnere 
dcbeaixus,  propterea  quod  nullum  fenfum  ejjet  babitura,  nunc  fie 
affecli  non  modo  contemnere  debemus,  led  etiam  optare. 

—  V.  21. 

Nec  enim  dum  ero,  angar  ulla  re,  cum  omni  vacem  culpa ; 
efji  non  era,  fenfu  omni  carebo.  vi.  3. 

Non  ab  ea  republica  avellar,  qua  carendum  efTe  doleam, 
prtsfertim  cum  id  fine  ullojenfttfuturum  Jit.  And  again  ,•  prae- 
fertim  cum  omnium  rerum  mors  fit  extremum.  vi.  4,  21. 

Such  plain  and  numerous  Declarations  from  Cicero  himfelf 
will  at  lead  mew,  that  lie  could  noi  generally  believe  a  State 
of  future  Punifhmenrs  How  far  the  Teftimonies  here  cited 
may  ferve  to  ballance  and  fuperfede  thole  alledged  by  Dr. 
Middleton  in  fupport  of  the  contrary  Opinion,  muft  be  fub- 
mitted  to  the  Judgment  of  the  Reader.  J  cannot  indeed 
help  obferving  that  ieveral  of  them  are  drawn  from  the  fame 
Books ;  and  that  thefe  are  the  very  Books,  in  which,  ac 
cording  to  the  Doctor,  we  are  to  look  for  a  Declaration  of 
Cicero  s  Uriel  and  real  Sentiments.  One  may  too  take  Notice 
that  thefe  Paflages  are  very  numerous',  far  more  numerous 
than  thofe  which  have  been  brought  to  eftablifli  the  contrary 
Doctrine.  It  may  not  be  improper  to  add,  that  they  are 
taken  from  very  different  Books,  compofed  at  very  different 
and  diflant  Times ;  if  therefore  they  give  us  his  real  Opinion 
at  thefe  feveral  Seafons,  it  will  unavoidably  follow  that  he 
generally  difbelieved  all. future  Punifti'ments. 

"  We  muft  remember  always,  that  Cicero  was  an  Aca- 
'*  demlc ;  and  though  he  believed  a  future  State,  was  fond 
*'  of  the  Opinion,  and  declares  himfelf  refolved  never  to 
"  part  with  it,  yet  he  believed  it  as  probable  only,  not  as 
"  certain:  And  as  Probability  implies  fome  Mixture  of 
"  Poubt,  and  admits  the  Degrees  of  more  and  lefs,  fo  it 
4£  admits  alfo  fome  Variety  in  the  Stability  of  our  Perfuafion : 
'*•  Thus  in  a  melancholy  Hour,  when  his  Spirits  were  de- 
*c  preffed,  the  fame  Argument  would  rot  appear  to  him  with 
."  the  fame  Force  ;  but  Doubts  and  Difiiculties  get  the 
*'  Afcendant,  and  what  humoured  his  prefent  Chagrin,  find 
c<  the  readieft  Admifiiou.  Th?  Pafll^es  ailedgf;d  were  all  of 
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dently  fuppofe  that  there  was  a  neceiTary  Con 
nexion  between   thefe  popular  Fables,   and   the 
Doctrine  of  future  Punilhments  ?   If  then  a  fu 
ture 

**  this  kind ;  written  in  the  Sea  fen  of  his  Dejection,  when 
"  all  things  were  going  wrong  with  him  in  the  height  of 
"  C&fars  Power;  and  tho'  we  allow  them  to  have  all  tiie 
**  Force  that  they  can  poflibly  bear,  and  to  exprefs  what 
"  Cicero  really  meant  at  that  time,  yet  they  prove  at  lafi 
•"  nothing  more,  than  that,  agreeably  to  the  Character  and 
"  Principles  of  the  Academy,  he  ibmetimes  doubted  of  what 
"  he  generally  believed.  But  after  all,  whatever  be  the  Senfe 
"  of  them,  it  cannot  furely  bethought  rcafcnable,  to  oppofe 
"  a  few  fcattered  Hints,  accidentally  thrown  out,  when  he 
"  was  not  confidering  the  Subject,  to  the  Volumes  he  had 
"  deliberately  written  on  the  other  fide  of  the  Queilion." 
(Hi/lory  of  the  Life  of  Cicero,  p.  561,2.  vol.  ii.) 

This  was  faid  in  anfwer  to  fome  PafTages,  alledged  from 
Cicero's  Epiftles,  in  order  to  prove  that  hq  difnelieved  a  fu 
ture  State.  It  is  obvious  to  obferve  that  it  will  no  ways  affe£t 
the  Teilimonies  1  have  here  quoted.  "  It  cannot  furely  be 
"  thought  reafonable  to  oppole  a  few  fcatter'd  Hints,  acci- 
"  dentally  thrown  cut,  when  he  was  not  considering  the 
"  Subject,  to  the  Volumes  deliberately  written  en  the  other 
"  fide  of  the  Queilion".  My  Argument  does  not  reft,  on  a 
"  feiu  fcatter'd  Hints  accientally  thrown  out,  when  he  was 
*'  not  confidering  the  Subject."  My  Teilimonies  are  many 
of  them  taken  from  thofe  very  Treatifes,  in  which,  as  the  ce 
lebrated  Writer  hiinfelf  aflures  us,  Cicero  delivers  his  real 
Sentiments  j  from  the  very  Treatifes  to  which  he  himfelf 
thinks  proper  to  appeal  on  theOccaiion.  For  in  this  Num. 
ber  we  muft  rank  the  Tufculans,  the  Offices,  the  Pieces  of 
Laws,  and  old  Age.  And  does  not  Cicero  difcard  all  future 
Punimments  in  thefe  very  Volumes,  in  as  full  and  abfolute  a 
Manner,  as  in  his  Epiftles  themfelves  ?  "  The  Volumes  de- 
**  liberate!/  written  on  the  other  fide  of  the  Queilion."  It  is 
Pity  but  this  fine  Author  had  pointed  out  •*  the  Volumes 
"  that  were  deliberately  written  on  the  other  fide  of  the 
"  Queilion."  They  can  furely  be  no  others  than  thofe  from 
which  thefe  very  Paffiiges  are  taken  j  and  if'  fo,  they  can 
hardly  prove  that  Cicero  did  generally  believe  a  State  of  future 
Punimments. 

Nor  will  the  firft  Part  of  this  Reafoning  make  any  Impref- 
fion  to  the  Difadvantage  of  what  I  have  advanced  with  regard 
to  his  Diflbdkf  of  the  Doctrine,  It  goes  ail  along  upon  a 

Suppofuion, 


lure  State  was  not  believed  under  thefe  Repre- 
fentations,  is  it  not  manifeft  that  it  could  not  be 
believed  at  all  ? 

And 

Suppofition,  that  Cicero  denied  a  future  State,  only  in  his 
moft  dark  and  melancholy  Hours ;  that  he  threw  out  Hints 
againft  this  Notion,  only  to  humour  the  Chagrin  he  was  then 
in.  But  after  all,  was  this  the  Fact  and  real  Cafe  of  Ciceio? 
Have  we  not  fhewn;  that  he  declared  againft  all  future  Punifh 
ments,  when  the  Circumftances  here  mention'd  could  have 
no  Place  ?  Did  he  not  dilclaim  them,  even  in  his  Tnfculans, 
his  Laws,  his  Offices,  and  his  Piece  on  old  Age?  And  will 
the  learned  Autiior  fay,  he  was  fo  eat  up  with  the  Spleen  and 
Melancholy  at  the  time  of  writing  thefe,  that  "  Doubts 
*'  and  Difficulties  had  got  the  Afcendant"  on  the  Point  in 
Queftion  ?  He  will  not  furely  fay  this,  becaufe  he  appeals 
to  thefe  very  Books  as  containing  the  religious  Sentiments  of 
Cicero,  as  giving  his  real  Opinion  of  another  Life 

I  do  not  after  all  take  upon  me  to  fay,  whether  Cicero  did 
or  did  not  believe  a  State  of  future  Punimmcnts.  I  only  offer 
a  few  Hints  to  fhew,  that  he  was  not  fo  conftant  and  uniform 
in  the  Profefiion  of  this  Doctrine,  as  fome  Writers  have  ven* 
tured  to  aiTert.  Had  I  indeed  faid,  that  he  abfolutely  dif- 
believed  this  Notion,  I  mould  have  faid  no  more  than  what 
one  of  the  Writers  againft  the  D.  L.  has  faid  before  me. 
"  TW/p,  fays  Mr.  Botte,  always  fpoke  of  the  future  State, 
«'  (in  his  philofophical  Works)  as  either  a  State  of  Happinefs, 
*'  or  of  no  Senfe  at  all;  and  could  never  conceive  how  a 
€t  third  could  be."  (dnfwer  to  Z).  L.  p.  175.)  I  have  no 
thing  to  do  with  the  Reafon,  which  he  here  afligns  in  Sup 
port  of  his  Opinion  ;  nor  indeed  with  his  Opinion  itfelf,  any 
further  than  as  it  ferves  to  fhew,  that  one  might  without  any 
Prejudice,  or  Fondnefs  for  an  Hypothefis,  charge  Cicero  with 
the  utter  Difbelief  of  all  future  Punifhments. 

I  was  obliged  to  dwell  the  longer  on  this  Point,  becaufe 
the  learned  Dr.  Middleton  affirms  that  Cicero  generally  believed 
the  Doctrine  of  future  Punifhments.  But  if  he  generally  be 
lieved  it,  whence  comes  it  that  he  fo  generally  fpeaks  againft 
it  ?  If  thefe  feveral  PafTages  exprefs  what  Cicero  really  meant 
at  that  time,  it  will  be  impoffible  to  fupport  the  Opinion 
maintained  by  this  celebrated  Writer.  But  what  muft  we 
think  now  of  Mr.  Jackfon,  who  pretends  that  the  Philofo- 
phers  were  conftant  and  unvaried  in  the  Profefiion  and  Belief 
of  this  Doctrine ;  that  "  one  may  as  reafonably  doubt,  whe- 
««  ther  any  Cbrifliens  do,  or  ever  did  believe  it,  as  whether 

s  "'*• 


And  here  let  me  afk,  what  has  the  learned 
Writer  faid  to  this  Argument  of  the  Divine  Le 
gation?  Why,  not  one  Syllable.  But  will  not 
every  Reader  reflect  on  what  he  fhould  have 
faid  ?  He  may  perhaps  tell  us,  that  it  was  too 
trivial  to  deferve  his  Notice  ;  but  he  muft  excufe 
me,  if  I  afcribe  his  Silence  to  a  very  different 
Caufe.  This  is  not  his  ufual  Way  of  managing 
Objections,  whenever  he  but  dreams  he  can  an- 
fwer  to  the  Purpofe. 

But,  to  refume  our  Argument;  The  learned 
Author  allows  that  the  Ancients  did  not  believe 
the  vulgar  and  poetical  Accounts  of  future  Pu- 
nifhments;  and  I  afk  no  more  to  prove  tbat  they 
believed  no  future  Punijhments  at  all. 

The  Queftion  then  is,  whether  the  Ancients 
had  any  Notion  of  future  Punimments,  not  found 
ed  on  the  Fables  of  the  Populace  -,  whether  they 
jiad  any  Conception  of  feparate  and  diilincl  Pu- 
nilhments,  in  which  the  Stories  of  Styx,  Acheron^ 
and  CocytuS)  had  nothing  to  do.  The  Author  of 
the  Divine  Legation^  in  Support  of  the  Negative, 
brought  the  Pafiage  from  Cicero  abovementioned  5 
I  will  here  point  out  fome  other  Teftimonies,  in 
which  the  very  fame  thing  has  been  maintained 
and  aflerted  by  other  Writers  of  Antiquity.  Co- 
gita  nullis  defunctum  malis  affici.  Ilia,  quas  nobi's 
Inferos  faciunt  terribiles,  fabula  eft.  Nullas  im- 
minere  mortis  tenebras,  nee  carcerem,  nee  flu- 
mina  flagrantia  igne,  nee  oblivionis  amnem,  nee 
tribunalia,  nullos  in  ilia  reos  libertate  tarn  laxa, 
nullos  iterum  tyrannos.  Mors  omnium  dolorurn 

"  it  was  believed  by  the  Philofophers  amongft  the  Pagans™ 
But  what  Refemblance  is  there  between  the  Do&rine  of  Ci 
cero,  and  that  of  common  Ckrijlians?  Or  when  do  the  laft 
ufe  the  Profcirwns  and  Arguments  of  the  firft,  unlefs  it  be  in 
order  to  ceniure  and  confute  them  r 

folutio 
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Jblutio  eft  &  finis,  ultra  quam  mala  noftra  nori 
exeunt  %. 

The  Dead,  we  fee,  were  fubjecl  to  no  Pain 
and  Mifery  ,  and  why  ?  becaufe  the  vulgar  Ac 
counts  of  another  Life  were  fabulous  and  falfe. 
Is  it  not  evident  from  hence,  that  thefe  were 
the  only  Foundation  and  Support  of  future  Pu- 
nimments  ?  Otherwife  why  might  not  the  Dead 
be  fubjecl:  to  Pain  and  Mifery,  tho'  thefe  Stones 
were  falfe  and  groundlefs  ? 

h  Mors  contemni  debet  magis  quam  folet : 
Multa  enim  de  ilia  credimus.  Multorum  inge- 
niis  certatum  eft  ad  augendam  ejus  infamiam. 
Defcriptus  eft  career  Infernus,  &  perpetua  nocle 
oppreiTa  regio,  in  qua 

•    '••  • —  ingens  janitor  Orci, 
Ofla  fuper  recubans  antro  femefa  cruento, 
JEternum  latrans,  exangues  terreat  umbras. 

Sed  etiam  cum  perfuaferis  iftas  fabulas  efTe,  nee 
quicquam  defundlis  fupereffe  quod  timeant,  fubit 
alius  metus,  seque  enim  timor  he  apud  Inferos 
fine,  quam  ne  nufquam.  He  here  mentions  the 
poetical  and  fabulous  Accounts  of  another  Life; 
if  thefe  were  falfe,  the  Confequence,  you  fee, 
was  that  there  could  be  no  future  Punifhments 
at  all.  Sed  etiam  cum  perfuaferis  iftas  fabulas  efTe, 
vec  quicquam  defmff is  fupereffe  quod  timeant. 

£  Seneca,  ad  Mariiam,  c.  19.  Quae  nos  inillam  tranquillita- 
tem,  in  qua  antequam  nafceremur  jacuimus,  reponit.  Si 
mortuorum  aliquis  miferetur,  et  non  natorum  mifereatur. 
Mors  nee  bonum  nee  malum  eft.  Id  enim  poteftaut  bonum  aut 
malum  efle,  quod  aliquid  eft :  Quod  vero  ipfum  nihil  eft,  et  cra 
nia  ad  nihil  redigit,  nulli  nos  fortune  tradit.  Mala  enim  bonaque 
circa  materiem  aliquam  verfantur  :  Non  poteft  fort  ana  tenere, 
quod  natura  dimifit;  nee  poteft  mifer  effe,  qui  nulluseft. 

fc  SeiuceEp.  83- 
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Again  :  Non  fum  tarn  ineptus  ut  Epicuream 
cantilenam  hoc  loco  perfequar,  &  dicam  vanos 
ciTe  Inferorum  metus,  nee  Ixionem  rota  volvi, 
nee  faxum  humero  Sifyphi  trudi  in  adverfum, 
nee  ullius  vifcera  &  renafci  poiTe  quctidie,  & 
carpi.  Nemo  ram  puer  eft,  ut  Cerberum  timeat, 
&c. — Mors  nos  aut  confumit,  aut  exuit.  Emif- 
fis  mcliora  reftant,  onere  detracto  :  Confumptis 
nihil  reftat,  bona  pariter  malaque  fubmota  funt1. 
If  there  was  no  Cerberus,  the  Soul  muft  either 
be  extingui/hed,  or  raifed  to  a  State  of  Happinefs. 
But  why  fo,  if  there  were  future  Punifhments 
in  Store,  which  did  not  derive  their  Credit  and 
Authority  from  the  common  Fables  ? 

Cicero,  in  his  firft  Tufculan,  undertakes  to  con 
fute  the  Doctrine,  which  makes  Death  an  Evil. 
•  But  then,  in  this  Confutation,  he  confines  him- 
felf  to  two  Points  •,  the  Notion  of  infernal  Tor 
ments,  and  the  Mortality  of  the  Soul.  The 
Jaft,  he  tells  us,  is  a  State  of  Non-exiftence,  and 
not  attended  with  any  pofirive  and  real  Mifery  ; 
and  the  firft  was  a 'pure  Fiffion.  Hence  he  infers 
that  Death  was  no  Evil.  What  a  ridiculous  and 
abfurd  Inference  had  this  been,  if  he  had  ad 
mitted  any  Notion  of  pofitive  and  real  Punifh 
ments  befiues  thofe  taught  the  Populace  ?  Tttfc.  i. 
c.  5,  6,  7,  8. 

My  Reafoning  ftands  thus :  As  Cicero,  in  this 
very  Book,  undertakes  to  anfwer  the  Arguments, 
which  were  commonly  brought  to  prove,  that 
Death  is  a  real  Evil,  it  was  his  Bufinefs  to  open 
and  explain  the  feveral  Circumftances,  which 
were  generally  fuppofed  to  make  Death  an  Evil. 
Now  it  is  remarkable  that  he  confines  himfelf  to 
the  Doctrine  of  infernal  Torments,  and  the  Mor- 

]  Seneca,  Ep.  24. 
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talityof  the  Soul.  But  what  a  fharneful  Repre- 
fentation  had  this  been,  had  he  himfelf  all  the 
time  had  another  Suppofition  in  reierve,  on 
which  Death  might  be  fhewn  to  be  an  Evil, 
without  any  Regard  to  the  two  Circumftances 
above  mentioned  ? 

But  tho*  he  has  only  difproved  the  common 
and  popular  Accounts  of  future  Punifhments,  he 
y'ct  ventures  to  affirm,  that  Death  could  not  be  a 
State  of  Mifery  and  Sorrow.  Quid,  hoc  dafne 
aut  manere  animos  pod  mortem,  aut  morte  ipfa 
interire  ?  A.  Do  vero-,  quod  ft  maneanty  beatos 
effe  comedo  ;  fm  intereant,  non  efTe  miferos,  quo- 
ilia  m  ne  funt  quidem.  c.  1 1 . 

The  learned  Doctor  Davies  confirms  what  I 
have  here  faid,  that  all  future  Punifhments  are 
rejected  in  the  Paffage  juft  cited.  And,  upon- 
the  Place  he  obferves>  Ita  argumentati  funt  Eth- 
nici,  quod  Poetarurn  dicta  de  pcenis  apud  Inferos 
pro  nugis  haberent.  They  rejected  all  future  Pu 
nifhments.  And  what  was  the  Reafon  of  this  ? 
The  learned  Critic  tells  us,  it  was  becaufe  they 
difbelieved  the  poetical  and  fabulous  Accounts  of 
another  World. 

I  will  next  give  a  Teftimony,  as  I  find  it  cited 
in  the  Divine  Legation,  tho*  not  immediately  to 
the  Purpofe  of  my  prefent  Argument  -,  for  this, 
like  many  other  PafTages  there  quoted,  may  ferve 
to  illuftrate  and  fupport  more  than  one  Part  of 
that   incomparable  Work.     Tis   brought  from 
Epiftetus,  who,  fpeaking  of  Death,  fays,  "  But 
<c  whither  do  you  go  ?  No  where  to  your  Hurt: 
11  Ycu  return  from   whence  you  came:  To  a 
"  friendly  Confociation  with  your  kindred  Ele- 
**  ments :   What   there   was  of  the  Nature  of 
*'  Fire  in  your  Compofition,  returns  to  the  Ele- 
<*"ment  .of  Fire,  what  there  was  of  Earth,  to 

"  Earth; 
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"  Earth;  what  of  Air,  to  Air  5  and  ofWater^ 
46  to  Water.  There  is  neither  Hell>  Acheron, 
44  Cocytusy  or  Pyri-phlegethon"  Divine  Legation, 
vol.  i.  p.  292. 

"  Upon  Death  you  go  no  whither  to  your 
cc  Hurt ;  And  why  ?  becaufe  there  is  no  Hell, 
44  Acheron,  Cocytus,  or  Pyriphlegethon"  If 
therefore  thefe  were  removed,  all  future  Punifh- 
ments  were  fuppofed  to  be  removed  with  them. 

The  fame  thing  is  confirmed  by  thofe  celebra 
ted  Lines  of  Ovid, 

O  genus  attonitum  ftolidae  formidine  mortfs, 
Quid  Styga,quid  tenebras,  &  nominavanati  metis, 
Materiem  vatum,  falfique  pericula  mundi  ? 
Morte  carent  animae,  femperque,  priore  reli&a 
Sede,  novisdomibusvivunt,  habitantque  receptae. 

Met.  L.  xv, 

*Tis  the  Defign  and  Purpofe  of  Pythagoras^ 
who  here  fpeaks,  to  teach  Men  to  defpife  the 
Terrors  of  Death  -,  and  he  thinks  it  fufficient  for 
this  Purpofe,  to  arm  them  againft  the  Fears  of 
Styx,  Acheron,  &c.  A  plain  Proof,  he  had  no 
Conception  of  any  future  Punimments  befides 
the  popular  ones. 

Here  then  I  could  wifh  Mr.  Jcckfon  would  re 
flect,  that  his  Argument  is  levelled  at  the  learned 
Ancients  above  mentioned,  as  well  as  at  the  Au 
thor  of  the  Divine  Legation.  For  what  has  Mr. 
Warburton  done  more  than  repeated  the  Infe 
rence,  which  they  had  before  made  ?  Now  if 
this  Reafoning  be  juft  and  Ipgical  in  their  Wri 
tings  •,  how  happens  it  to  commence  at  once  ri 
diculous  and  abfurd,  when  transferred  into  the 
Divine  Legation  ?  Has  he  or  his  Books  fo  ma 
lignant  an  Influence  as  to  poifon  and  blaft  every 
thing,  which  comes  within  their  Reach  ? 

F  2  But, 
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But,  whatever  the  Ancients  themfelves  fay* 
Mr.  Jackfon  infifts  that  they  had  a  Notion  of  fu 
ture  Puntfhments  feparate  and  diftinct  from  thofe 
taught  the  Populace.  If  this  was  the  true  and 
real  Sentiment  of  Antiquity,  whence  comes  it, 
that  it  efcaped  the  Notice  of  the  learned  Writers 
above  cited  ?  They  give  us  the  common  Fables 
as  the  jingle i  the  only  Support  of  future  Punifh- 
ments  :  They  mud  therefore  have  been  entire 
Strangers  to  the  Doctrine,  which  the  learned 
Writer  would  obtrude  upon  us  as  their  own. 
Wherever  therefore  he  got  this  Notion,  we  may 
be  certain  that  he  had  it  not  from  Antiquity  : 
And  if  he  did  not  draw  it  from  thence,  we  need 
not  befolicitous  how  he  came  by  it. 

But  to  clofe  this  Article  :  What  has  been  faid 
is,  I  think,  lufficient  to  -confute  all  the  learned 
Gentleman  has  advanced  on  this  Head  ;  and  that 
by  the  moft  effectual  and  decifive  way  of  Confu 
tation,  the  plain  and  neceffary  Confequences  of 
his  own  Principles.  He  allows  that  the  Ancients 
did  not  believe  the  common  and  popular  Doctrine 
of  future  Punilhments  *,  and  I  have  Ihewn,  upon 
their  own  Authority,  that  they  had  no  other  to 
believe.  WTith  his  PermifTion  therefore,  I  would 
conclude  that  they  believed  no  future  Punilh 
ments  at  all k. 

CHAP. 

k  If  I  have  made  good  what  I  undertook  to  prove,  we  have 
enough  here  to  overturn  all  Mr.  Jackfon  has  advanced  in  re 
gard  to  the  double  Doftrine.  He  allows  that  the  fecret  Notion 
did  indeed  exclude  the  poetical  and  fabulous  Accounts  of  future 
Punifhments.  Now  if  fo,  it  muft  of  courfe  exclude  all  poffi- 
ble  Punifhments  with  regard  to  another  Life.  For  we  have 
plainly  (hewn  that  thefe  two  were  infeparably  connected  in  the 
Ideas  of  feveral  of  the  old  Philofophers ;  they  did  not  pre 
tend  to  rejed  the  firft,  arid  yet  maintain  the  laft.  But  what 
now  fays  our  trufty  Advocate  of  Pagan  Philofophy,  who 

fcorns 
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• 

CHAP.     V. 

'That  the  Stoics  did  not  believe  a  future  State. 
Some  Account  of  their  Doffirhie,  concerning 
Providence,  the  general  Renovation,  and 
the  Refujion  of  the  human  Soul. 

IT  would  take  up  more  time  than  all  the  Op- 
pofition  to  this  Part  of  the  Divine  Legation . 
deferves,  to  examine  the  various  and  particular 
Opinions  of  all  the  Philofophers  with   regard  to 

a  fu- 


fcorns  to  leave  his  Clients  in  Diftrefs  ?  Indeed  not  much':  And, 
you  may  be  fure,  much  lefs  to  the  Purpoie.     But  once  dipt, 
in  he  goes :  And  Senfe  and  Manners  fl>r  before  him.     "  Our 
"  uninitiated  Critics,  fays  he,  (meaning,  perhaps,  uninitiated 
"  in  the  fecret  Arts  of  Controverfy)  being  unacquainted  with 
"  thefe  things,  run  into  endlefs  Absurdities,  and  fancy   the 
•'  Philofophers  Notion  of  a  future  State  was  founded  on  their 
"  o<wn  Fictions ;  and  becaufe  they   allude   to  the  myfterious 
"  Scenes,  mention  the  Fields  of  Ely/turn,  and  the  Darknefs, 
"  Fire,  and  Filth  of  Tartarus,   &c.  therefore  they  conclude 
"  that  the  Philofophers  had  no  Notion  of  a  future  State,   but 
"  what  was  founded  on  the  Fables  of  the  Populace.     This  is 
"  want  of  Tafte,  and  is  juft  fuch  Reafoning  as  if  any  Infidel 
"  (hould  argue,  that  Chriftians  do  not  believe  a  future  State, 
"  becaufe  they  do  not  believe  literally  the  Banquets  and  Mar- 
"  riage,   the  precious  Stones,  the  Rivers  ijfuing  from  the  Throne 
4S  of  God,  mentioned  by  St.  John  Apoc.  xxi.  xxii.  and  in  other 
"  Places  of  Scripture,  which  are  figurative  and  very  beauti- 
"  ful  Expreffions,  by  which  the  Kappinefs  of  this  State  is 
*'  defcrib'd.     When   our  Saviour  taught  the  Doftrine  of  a 
"  future  State  under   the  Parable  of  the  rich  Man  and  La- 
"  zarus,  which  might  be  of  his  own  framing ;  and  talked 
"  of  Abraham^ s  So/am,  and  a  great  Gulph  ;  and  qf  the  Dif- 
"  courfe  between  the  rich  Man  in  £fc//and  the  poor  Man  in 
"  Abrahams  Bofom ;  does  it  follow  thence,  that  our  Saviour 
"  did  not  believe  a  future  State  at  all ;  or  any  but  what  was 
"  founded  on  his  own  Fidions  ?  Would  Mr.  Warb.  or  our 
*'  Critic  hear  with  Patience  an  Infidel  who  Ihould  argue  in ! 
F  3  +  this 
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a  future  State  :  I  will  therefore  confine  myfelf  to 
that  Seel,  which  was  the  mod  famed  for  the  Stu 
dy  of  Logic  and  Morality  of  any  in  the  ancient 

World  ; 

"  this  Manner."  Mr.  Jadforfs  farther  Defence,  p.  34,  C- 
Let  him  be  under  no  Concern  about  that>  for  having  ib 
long  beard  Mr.  Jackfon,  ivtth  Patience,  we  are  in  no  Danger 
of  ftraining  this  Virtue,  whoever  comes  after. — However  I 
jnuft  juft  put  the  Reader  in  mind,  that  the  feveral  Arguments 
explained  in  this  Chapter,  relate  only  to  the  Doctrine  of  fu 
ture  Punifhments.  Now  this  very  candid 'and  ingenuous  Writer 
charges  me  with  afTerting  that  the  Philofophers  difbelievedall 
future  Punimments,  barely  becatife  they  fometimei  allude  to,  and 
mention  the  Darknefs,  Fire,  and  filth  of  Tartarus.  Whereas 
the  Reader  fees  my  Argument  ftands  thus ;  The  Philofophers 
reprefent  the  Stories  of  Styx,  Acheron,  C5V.  as  mere  Fables, 
and  they  declare,  that  if  thefe  were  Fielions,  there  could  be 
no  future  Punifhments  whatfoever.  Hence  my  Conclrifion 
aflerts,  that  the  Philofophers  believed  no  future  Punimments. 
A  very  different  thing  furejy  from  what  this  honeft  Man  lays 
to  my  charge ;  vix  of  ajferting  that  the  Philofophers  denied 
all  future  Pun  foment s>  tnereh  becauj'e  they  mention  the  Filth  and 
Darknefs  and  lire  of  Tartarus 

I  had  faid  that  feveral  of  the  Ancients  had  no  Notion  of 
future  Punimments,  but  what  were  founded  on  the  Fables  of 
the  Populace.  '*  This,  fays  our  Author,  is  WANT  OP 
TASTE.'*  For  whit?  — For  Mr.  Jaekfen's  Writings.  I 
own  it.  Cicero,  Ovid,  Seneca,  and  Epitfctus,  had  fpoiPd 
myTa/te:  For,  unluckily,  1  read  them  before  I  thought  of 
forming  it  on  fo  great  a  Model  as  this  fecond-hand  Metaphy 
sician.  But  it  is  now  too  late  to  mend  ;  thefe  uninitiated  Wri 
ters  I  muft  flick  to  •.  They  fay  this  very  thing  ;  and  I  profefs 
only  to  fpeak  after  them.  But  what !  becauie  Mr.  Jackfon 
has  long  bluftered,  unchecked,  on  Subjects  that  no  Body  under- 
ftood,  does  he  ex  eel;  the  fame  Forbearance  when  he  talks 
Nonfenfe  on  plain  Matters,  that  lie  level  to  the  Capacity  of 
all  Men.  If  he  has  thefe  Pretenfions  I  would  advife  him  to 
ibafle  back  again  into  his  own  Kingdom  of  SPACE,  where 
lie  may  bombinatt,  at  his  eafe,  in  vacua,  and  none  venture  to 
snolefl  him.  But  here,  on  the  Terra  Firma  of  Reafon,  he 
won't  be  allowed  an  Inch  but  what  he  fairly  wins.  If  then 
he  would  attack  my  Argument  with  Succefy,  he  muft  mew 
that  the  PaiTages,  on  which  I  fupport  it,  are  net  to  my  Pur- 
pofe  j  for  while  he  leaves  me,  as  he  here  does,  in  Poffeffion 
9f  them,  he  gains  noihing  for  himfelf  but  the  Character  of 

a  vaif) 
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World  ;  I  need  not  fay  that  I  mean  the  Stoics. 
And  here  I  mall  proceed  in  the  following  Order. 
J  will  firfl  confider  the  Tefli monies  and  Argu 
ments  alledged  by  the  learned  Writer,  to  prove 

that 
a  vain  empty  Boafter. 

"  Tis,  fays  Mr.  J.  juft  fuch  Reafoning,  as  if  any  Infidel 
"  mould  argue  that  Cbriftians  do  not  believe  a  future  State," 
&c.    Little  need  be  faid  to  {hew  the  exceflive  Abfurdity  of 
this  Comparifon.  Do  Believers  ufe  the  fame  Language,  as  the 
old  Philofophers  on  this  Subject  ?  Do  they  fay  that  the  Flames 
of  Hell  are  mere  Fiftions  ;  and  that  THEREFORE  noPtini/b- 
ments  are  referred  jor  Men  in  another  World  ?  If  they  do  not 
fay  this,  they  fay  nothing  that  can  bring  them  into  fo  ill  Com 
pany  as  they  are  here  coupled  with  ?  And  if  any,  who  call 
themfelves  Believers,  do  fay  this,  I  know  of  no  Rules  of  Cha 
rity,  which  can  oblige  us  to  fuppofe  that  they  believe  more  of 
the  Matter  than  the  old  Pagan  Philofophers.     "  When  our 
"  Saviour  (fays  he)  taught  the  Doctrine  of  a  future  State  under 
'  the  Parable  of  the  rich  Man  and  Lazarus?  &c.     What 
Shadow  of  Likenefs  is  there  for  this  wild  Comparifon  ?   Does 
our  blefied  Saviour  ever  profefs  that  the  Flames  of  Hell  are  a 
pure  Fable  ;  and  that  THEREFORE   there  are  no  Punijhments 
after  Death  ?    Had  he  delivered  himfelf  in  any  Sort  of  Lan 
guage  like  this,  there  might  have  been  fome  Pretence  for  this 
Reafoning.     As  he  has  not  donefo,  *tis  as  impious  as  it  is  im 
pertinent,  to  compare  the  Preaching  of  the  eternal  Son  of  God 
to  the  vain  and  profane  Bablings  of  the  Greek  Sophifts.     And 
yet  it  was  not  without  Art  that  he  worked  up  his  Compari 
fon,  ridiculous  as  it  is:    He  was  forced  to  falfify  the  Facl  be 
fore  he  could  bring  things  to  fit.     The  popular  Expreflions 
ufed  by  the  Founders  of  our  Faith,   to  convey  the  Chrijlian 
Doctrine  of  a  future  State,  are  their  own ;  and  therefore  he 
was  forced  to  reprefent  the  popular  Notions  of  future  Punifh- 
ments  found  in  the  Writings  of  the  later  Greek  Philofophers, 
as  their  o<wn  :  Tho'  invented  by  the  early  Law-givers  to  make 
an  Impreffion  on  barbarous  Minds.     For   in  the  Pafiage  laft 
quoted,  he  cenfures  it  as  the  higheft  Abfurdity  in  me,  to  fup 
pofe  the  Philofophers  Notions  'were founded  ON    THEIR  OWN 
FICTIONS.     I  (uppofed  no  fuch  thing  ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
that  they  were  the  Fifiions  of  the  more  early  Law- givers.  How 
ever,  this  we  get  by  it,    a  lively  Inftance,  that  it  is  no  fuch 
Rarity  for  a  Man  to  found  his  Notions  on  his  own  Fiftions ;  the 
juft  Order  of  things  fo  directing,  that,  to  helie<ve  a  Lye  mould 
at  length  become  the  Punilhment  of  telling  it. 

F4  It 


that  the  Stoics  did  believe  another  Life.— I  will 
next  (hew,  from  his  own  Principles,  that  they 
neither  did  nor  could  believe  it. 

"  If 

It  is  remarkable,  that  Dr.  fykes  and  Mr.  J.  all  along  take 
it  for  granted,  that  Tartarus,  Acberon,&c.  were  mere  Meta 
phors  and  Allegories,  employed  to  reprefent  the  Pains  and 
Torments  of  the  Wicked  in  another  Life,  in  Defiance  of  all 
the  Proofs  that  have  been  brought  to  the  contrary.  Had  not 
the  modern  Management  of  Controverfy  fanfiified  this  Praflice, 
I  mould  be  apt  to  take  it  a  little  ill,  that  confident  Aflertions 
ihouldy?///  hold  the  upper  Hand  of  Argument.  It  has  been 
clearly  proved  that  many  of  the  Philofophers  rejected  all  future 
Punilhments,  becaufe  they  rejefted  the  Notion  of  Tartarus,  and 
all  the  infernal  Torments.  This,  one  would  think,  if  Logic 
be  any  thing  real,  and  not,  too,  a  mere  metaphorical  Expref- 
fion,  was  proving  they  were  fomething  more  than  figurative 
Words.  For  had  they  been  fo  confidered,  why  might  not 
the  Philofophers  have  denied  thefe  in  the  literal  Senfe,  and  yet 
have  retained  the  Doftrine  conveyed  by  them  ?  Is  it  not  ufual 
to  rejedl  the  Metaphor,  and  yet  hold  the  Notion  reprefented 
by  it  ?  It  has  often  been  ailerted  in  this  very  Controverfy, 
that  a  Ckrijlian  need  not  efpoufe  the  common  Account  of 
Hell  Torments,  while  he  maintains  the  Reality  of  future  Pu- 
nifhments. 

If,  fay  thefe  Gentlemen,  Tartarus,  &c.  were  Metaphors, 
Might  not  the  Phiiofophers  hold  thefe  to  be  literally  true,  and  yet 
admit  future  Punijbments?  To  this  I  reply,  Yes  :  And  wi(h  I 
could  get  as  fair  an  Anfwer  to  my  Queftion.  For,  fay  I,  if 
the  Philofophers  deny  the  Reality  of  all  future  Punijhments,  be- 
caufe  there  was  no  fuch  Place  as  Tartarus  ;  is  not  this  Demon-, 
ft  rat  ion  that  Tartarus  nuas  confidered  by  them  as  fomething  more 
than  a  bare  Metaphor  ?  But  though  Mr.  J .  may  think  fit  to  be 
filent,  yet  his  very  way  of  Reafoning,  which  owed  him  a  good 
Turn,  fpeaks  for  him,  and  fupports  the  thing  he  oppofes. 
For  he  all  along  takes  it  for  granted,  that  the  Rejection  of  a 
inere  figurative  Reprefentation  would  not  have  obliged  the  An 
cients  to  rejecl:  the  thing  conveyed  by  it:  And  yet  it  has  been 
proved,  as  plain  as  Words  and  Fads  fupporting  one  another, 
can  prove  any  thing,  that  they  did  rejecl  it.  The  Conclufion, 
then,  from  his  own  Reafoning,  is  that  Tartarus  was  not  con 
fidered  by  them  as  a  bare  Metaphor. 

A  Paffage  from  Ovid,  cited  above,  plainly  mews  that  the 
popular  Accounts  of  future  Punifhments  were  fomething  more 

than 


"  If  no  one  is  to  be  allowed  to  believe  a  God, 
**  and  Providence  and  future  State,  which  all  de- 
"  tend  on  each  other ,  and  were  uniformly  pro- 

«  fefs'd 

than  mere  Metaphors.  Toihewthis  in  the  cleareft  Light,  it 
will  be  neceflary  to  tranfcribe  the  following  Railage  from  Mr. 
J ackfon  s  firjl  Pamphlet.  "  The  Philofophers  themfelves  be- 
"  lieved  nothing  either  of  the  corporeal  Transmigration ;  or 
*'  of  a  future  State  of  fenfitive  Pains  and  Pleafures  in  Tarta.- 
"  rus  or  Elyjium,  though  they  taught  them  in  their  public 
"  Difcourfes  and  political  Writings,  to  keep  up  the  Belief  of 
"  a  future  State,  in  the  Minds  of  the  common  People,  who 
"  were  not,  as  they  alledged,  capable  of  receiving  them  un 
"  der  any  other,  than  a  material  Reprefentation,  and  fenfi- 
"  tive  and  corporeal  Images."  p.  70,  71.  We  are  here  told 
that  the  Metempfychofis,  and  common  Account  of  infernal 
Torments  were  only  figurative  and  allegorical  Reprefentation* 
of  one  and  the  fame  State.  And  this  is  juft  as  true  as  the  reft. 
Ovid,  who  was  well  acquninted  with  the  Greek  Philofophy, 
and  probably  tranfcribed  Ibine  Pythagorean  Accounts  of  the 
Difputations  of  their  Mailer,  makes  him  confider  thefe  as  two 
inconfiftent  Accounts  of  very  different  and  contrary  States. 

O  Genus  attonitum  ftolidae  formidine  mortis  f 
Quid  S\yga,  quid  tenebras  et  nomina  vana  timetis, 
Materiem  vatum,  fallique  pericula  mundi  ? 
Corpora  five  rogus  flamma,  feu  tabe  vetuftas 
Abftulerit,   mala  poiTe  pad  non  ulla  putetis. 
Morte.carent  animre,  femperque,  priore  relicla 
Sede,  novis  domibus  vivunt  habitantque  receptas. 

Had  they  beenconfider'd  as  mere  Metaphors;  it  is  impofll- 
ble  that  they  mould  have  been  oppofed  to  each  other,  as  fe- 
parate  and  inconfiftent  States.  Metaphors  may  vary,  and 
fometimes  ftand  ill  together;  but  they  can  never  be  inconfi 
ftent,  while  they  have  no  Pretenfions  of  their  oivn,  but  are 
the  joint  Reprefentatives  of  fome  other,  and  that  the  fame 
thing.  Future  Puniftments  are  fometimes  figured  in  Scrip 
ture  under  the  Image  of  the  Worm  that  never  dies ;  fometimes 
under  the  Image  of  Brimflone,  fed  with  Flames  of  Fire.  But 
who  ever  thought  they  were  inconfiftent  with  each  other? 

The  Court  -Clown,  in  the  Comic  Poet,  who  had  but  one 

Anfwer  to  all  kinds  of  Demands,  and  this,  only, O  Lord, 

Sir,  was  not  a  greater  Proficient  in  his  Art  than  our  Court- 
Divines  are  in  theirs.  A  figurative  Exprfffion  anfwers  all  Dif 
ficulties:  And  a  Metaphor t  as  fliadowy  as  it  is,  is  the  fure 

Refuge 
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"  fifs'd  by  all  Setts  of  Philofophers,  but  Epicu- 
"  ream  and  Pyrrhonifts,  or  Atheifts  and  Seep- 
"  tics ;  becaufe  fome  metaphyfical  Notions  may 
46  be  mix'd  with  their  Belief,  which  are  either  in 
"  themfelves  abfurd,  or  which  we  fancy  to1  be 
46  inconfiftent  with  it;  what  muft  become  of 
*4  Chriftians  as  well  as  Pagans?"  Lift  Defence^ 
p.  69.  The  learned  Gentleman  lays  it  down  as 
a  certain  Maxim,  that  the  Doctrine  of  a  future 
State  muft  (DC  fupported  on  true  and  proper  No 
tions  of  a  Providence.  Now,  I'm  afraid,  it  will 
appear,  that  feveral  of  the  Stoics ,  how  exact -fo- 
ever  their  Knowledge  in  Morality  might  be  ; 
how  highly  foever  they  may  be  extolled  by  their 
modern  Advocates,  had  entertained  fome  very 
Irrational  and  abfurd  Notions  on  this  laft  Subject. 
Providence,  according  to  them,  was  only  to  pre- 
iide  over  the  World  in  general  •,  it  was  not  lup- 
pofed  to  defcend  to  particulars,  or  concern  itfelf 
with  you  or  me,  or  any  Individual.  "  Zeno, 
44  fays  the  Author  of  the  D.  £.,  held  the  fame 
44  kind  of  Providence,  (i.  e.  a  general  one)  that 

Refuge  of  every  Blunderer  who  has  got  on  the  wrong  Side 
theQueftion.  If  Pagan  Philofophy  is  to  be  exalted,  you  can 
no  fooner  hint  at  the  Spinozifm  that  runs  thro'  it,  but  the 

Anfvver  is  ready, Metaphorical  Exprejfions  :    If  Chriftian 

Religion  is  to  be  brought  down  to  a  mere  Republication  of  the 
Law  of  Nature  ;  and  Redemption,  Satisfaction,  and  Sacrifice 
itand  in  our  way  ;  then,  hey  again,  for  analogical  and  figu 
rative  Terms.  This  is  the  new  Compendium  of  controverfial 
Divinity.  By  the  Aid  of  this  our  Metaphyfician  has  wrote 
three  Books  upon  one  Subject,  without  ever  coming  to  the 
Queftion ;  that  is,  without  anfwering  one  Argument  of  the 
A3verfaries  he  writes  againft.  To  be  ferious  on  this  Matter, 
and  afk  fuch  Writers  for  their  Love  of  Truth,  would,  I  am 
perfuaded,  give  them  a  low  Opinion  of  your  Underftanding. 
I  would  call  upon  them,  by  fomething  they  have  more  at 
Heart,  their  Love  of  Contro-verfy :  For  if  they  go  on  thus,  I 
muft  tell  them  plainly,  it  will  foon  be  at  an  End:  And  what 
./:M1  they  be  then  ? 
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"  the  human  Species  was  the  Care  of  Heaven, 
*c  but  in  fuch  a  Senfe  as  the  celeftial  Orbs  are.'* 
Cottfl^  fpeaking  of  the  Do&rine  of  the  Stoics, 
fays,  Non  animadvertunt,  inquit,  omnia  dii: 
Ne  reges  quidem.  Quid  eft  fimile?  Reges  enim 
fi  fcientes  praetermittunt,  magna  culpa  eft.  (Cf- 
cero  de  N.  D.  iii.  37.)  Again,  Non  curat  (Deus) 
fingulos  homines.  Non  mirum,  ne  civitates  qui- 
dem.  Non  eas  ?  Ne  nationes  quidem  et  gentes. 
(c.  39.)  Galen  too  charges  them  with  the 
fame  Notion  ;  with  holding  that  God  was  to  di 
rect  and  govern  the  World  in  general ;  but  with 
out  extending  his  Care  to,  or  giving  any  At 
tention  to  the  Affairs  of  Individuals a. 

Such  were  the  Sentiments  of  many  among  the 
old  Stoics  •,  and  I  mud  leave  it  to  the  learned 
Gentleman  himfelf  to  judge,  whether  Men  pof- 
fefs'd  of  fuch  Notions  were  likely  to  believe  a 
future  State.  Their  Providence  was  fo  limited 
and  confined,  that  it  was  not  fuppofed  to  defcend 
to  Particulars.  Thefe  therefore  could  not  be  con- 
fidered  as  the  Objects  of  its  Care  and  Infpedion  ; 
and  if  fo,  it  could  not  be  concerned  to  punifh  or 
reward  them  in  this  World  or  the  next. 

Jf  we  may  believe  a  learned  Ancient,  this 
Doctrine  was  intirely  fubverfive  of  a  future  State ; 
he  tells  us,  that  they  who  held  it,  did  really  and 
actually  reject  the  Doctrine  of  another  I  jfe  ; 
and,  what  is  more  to  our  Purpofe,  that  they  did 
reject  it  in  CONSEQUENCE  of  this  very  Notion. 

•  Stoici  rebus  omnibus  innatum  (Deum)  volant,  iifque  fi- 
milem  effeftum,  cum  iifdem  moveri,  atque  illarum  habere 
providentiam  dixerant;  ita  tamen  ut  cuntta  tile  quidem guber- 
net,  fed  tamen  nullius  rei  curam  peculiariter  babeat.  Id  ipfum 
Epicurus  confirmat,  ait  enim  beatam  ssternamque  naturam, 
nee  moleftiam  capcre,  nee  alteri  atferre.  De  Hijloria  Phi* 

" 
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"  There  are  fome,  fays  Jujlin  Martyr^  who  eri- 
"  deavour  to  perfuade  us,  that  Providence  pfe- 
"  fides  only  over  the  World  in  general,  but  does 
"  not  extend  to  you  or  me  or  any  Individual.  — 
"  Now  we  may  eafily  fee  the  Drift  and  Dcfign 
"  of  this  Doctrine,  it  was,  adds  he,  that  they 
"  might  be  at  Liberty  to  indulge  themfclves  in 
"  all  kinds  of  Vice  and  Wickednefs,  as  having 
"  no  fuperior  Power  to  check  and  controui 
"  them  b." 

After  all  I  mall  readily  allow  that  thefe  very 
Stoics  did  often  fpeak  of  a  Providence  in  a  more 
inlarged  Senfe.  All  that  will  follow  from  hence 
is,  that  they  were  very  various  and  inconfiilent 
in  their  Profeffions  on  this  Head.  I  do  not  know 
whether  Mr.  J.,  will  impute  this  to  the  Practice 
of  the  double  DoRrine,  or  to  real  Inconfiftency 
in  thele  ancient  Sages.  But  to  whichever  he  im 
putes  it,  I  know  that  it  will  be  impoffible  for  him 
to  derive  any  Advantage  to  his  Hypothefis  from 
it.  If  he  gives  it  to  real  Inconfiftency,  how 
were  the  Philofophers  uniform  in  their  Pro  feffion, 
as  he  tells  us  in  the  very  PafTage  I  have  jufl  cited  ? 
If  he  afcribes  it  to  the  double  Doffrine,  he  mud 
allow  that  this  I  have  been  here  defcribing  was 
a  fecret  and  private  Notion,  as  it  is  hard  to  con 
ceive  with  what  View,  it  mould  be  taught  and 
inculcated  to  the  People  at  large.  Now  if  this 
was  a  fecret  and  private  Notion,  it  is  evident 
that  the  Mode  of  Providence  believed  by  the 
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Strict  was  fuch  as  had  no  necefiary  Connection 
with  the  Doctrine  of  another  Life. 

And  here  I  muft  beg  Leave  to  cite  a  Pafiage 
of  CbryfippuS)  in  which  he  endeavours  to  obviate 
the  Objection  that  is  made  againft  Providence 
from  the  Calamities  and  Afflictions  of  good 
Men.  His  Solution  of  the  Difficulty  is  this. 
As  to  thefe  Afflictions,  c;  they  may  be  owing  to 
"  mere  CarelefTnefs  and  Neglect  in  God,  as  a 
"  few  Grains  of  Corn  may  be  fcatter'd  and  mif- 
"  laid  in  a  large  Family,  while  things  are  ma- 
"  naged  very  well  in  the  main.  Or  they  may 
"  be  owing  to  the  Influence  of  evil  Beings,  who 
"  do  things  which  really  deferve  Reproach  and 
"  Blame  c."  But  left  neither  of  thefe  Solutions 
mould  be  thought  iufncient,  he  adds,  u  That 
"  many  things  were  owing  to  mere  Neceffity." 
It  does  indeed,  as  Plutarch  upon  the  Place  ob- 
ierves,  fhew  great  Levity,  to  compare  the  Suf 
ferings  and  Afflictions  of  the  bed  Men  ;  the  Ex 
ecution  of  Socrates,  the  Tortures-  of  Zeno,  to  the 
Trifles  mentioned  in  the  firft  Sentence.  But  after 
all,  what  an  irrational  and  abftird  Account  of 
things  is  this?  Had  he  fuppofed  that  Men  were 
lent  by  their  Creator  into  the  prefent  World  as 
a  State  of  Trial,  or  School  of  Difcipline  ;  that 
they  were  to  improve  and  prepare  themfclves  for 
Eternity  ;  is  it  poffible  that  he  fhould  have 
had  recourfe  to  any  of  the  miferable  Solutions 
here  mentioned  ?  However,  take  which  you  wili 
of  the  three  Suppontions,  all  you  can  infer  from 
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it  is,  that  his  Notion  of  a  Providence  was  ftrango 
Jy  embarraficd  and  perplex'd  j  that  it  would  notj 
by  any  clear  and  natural  Confluence,  lead  him 
to  the  Belief  of  another  Life. 

Laftly,  I  mud  take  Notice,  that  the  learned 
Dr.  Sykes  has  advanced  a  Principle,  which,  if 
admitted,  will  oblige  us  to  conclude,  that  the 
Stoics  could  have  no  proper  Notion  of  a  Pro 
vidence.  "  Were  God  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe,> 
u  united  to  it  as  our  Souls  are  to  us,  he  muft  be 
"  affetted  by  it,  as  our  Souls  are  by  our  Bodies. 
"  He  would  be  a  Part  of  the  Univerfe,  not  the 
44  Governor  of  it.  He  would  not  be  the  Caufe 
44  or  Author  of  it  more  than  our  Souls  are  of 
*c  our  Bodies."  Connexion  of  Natural  and  Re- 
wal'd  Religion^  p.  83,  4.  Now  'tis  certain  and 
undeniable,  that,  according  to  the  Syftem  of  the 
Stoics,  God  was  truly  and  properly  the  Soul  of 
the  Univerfe^  united  to  it  as  our  Souls  are  to  us. 
"  Nam  e  cluobus  aiunt  componi  ;  e  fpiritu,  qui 
"  eft  mundi  anima,  et  mundo,  qui  Ipiritus  il- 
44  lius  eft  corpus  ;  baud  aliter  ac  nos,  ex  anima 
'*  et  ccrpore  conftamus*'  p.  724.  Vojjius  de  The- 
clogia  Gentili.  "  The  Stoics^  fays  Diogenes  Laer- 
"  tius  d,  fuppofe  that  the  World  is  governed 
"  by  Mind,  which  permeates  and  pervades  every 
"  Part  of  it,  in  the  fame  manner  as  the  human 
"  Soul  permeates  and  pervades  the  Body."  If 
then  this  Union  muft  of  courfe  deftroy  the  No 
tion  of  a  Providence  ;  if,  as  Dr.  Sykes  allures  us, 
God,  on  this  Suppofition,  could  not  be  confi- 
der'd  as  Governor  of  the  World  \  it  is  plain  and 
evident,  that  the  Stoics  could  not  confider  him  in 
this  light. 


d  Toy  c»?  tcoc-pov  hoMtoffSoti  wra.  vav  Kan  Trgovoiav,  «?  etna* 
fx,£§^  ^7ixcv1^  7*  VH,  KAQAHEP  E1>'  iiMliN  THS  *r- 
.  Lib.vii. 

"  But 


Sat  to  proceed  to  another  Point.  In  his  Te- 
.flimonies  Mr.  J.  infills  much  upon  the  Notion 
of  a  general  Renovation  \  he  gives  it  as  a  clear 
and  certain  Proof,  that  the  Stoics  really  believed 
a  future  State.  To  this  Purpofe  he  urges  e  the 
following  Words  of  Cbryfippus.  "  It  was  the 
"  Opinion  of  the  Stoics,  that  it  was  by  no  Means 
"  impoffible  (/.  e.  that  it  was  probable)  that, 
"  after  Death,  and  fome  determined  Periods  of 
*'  Time,  we  mall  be  reftored  again  to  the  fame 
"  State  in  which  we  now  are." 

Again  f:  "  After  the  general  Conflagration, 
"  the  Stoics  believed  a  new  State  of  things  would 
"  follow,  and  a  Reiteration  of  all  things  (Men, 
"  Animals,  &c.)  which  had  exifted  before  to 
"  a  new  State  of  Life  and  Being.  This  made 
"  fome  Chriftian  Writers  think  that  the  Opinion 
"  of  the  Stoics  was  not  much  different  from  the 
tc  Chriftian  Dodrine  of  the  Refurreclion." 

Before  we  enter  upon  this  Argument,  it  will  be 
necefiTary  to  fay  fomething  of  thole  Changes  and 
Revolutions  of  Nature,  fo  often  mentioned  by  the 
Stoics.  They  held  then  that  the  prefent  Frame  of 
Things  would  fubfift  for  a  certain  Period  of  Time ; 
at  the  Conclufion  of  which  it  was  to  be  difiblved 
and  confumecl  by  a  general  Conflagration.  But, 
after  the  DeftrudHon  of  the  prefent  World,  ano 
ther  was  to  rife  up  in  its  flead  ;  this  was  to  re 
main  for  a  fixed  and  dated  time,  was  after  that  to 
be  difiblved,  and  fucceeded  by  a  new  one.  Thus 
a  Series  of  Worlds  were  to  revolve  in  a  regular 
and  fucceffive  Order ;  the  Duration  of  each  was 
limited  to  a  certain  Age,  beyond  which  it  could 
not  pafs.  The  prefent  Queftion  is  confined  to 
the  next  Revolution,  or  that  new  World,  which, 

.  «  Page  97.  f  Page  98. 
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after  the  Diflblution  of  the  prefent,  was  to  be 
reared  up  and  creeled  in  its  Stead  Mr.  Jackfon 
prefents  us  with  thisnew  State  of  Things,  in  order 
to  confirm  and  eftablifh  his  Opinion,  that  the 
Stoics  believed  the  Doctrine  of  another  Life  ;  as 
if  this  Doctrine  was  plainly  and  necefTarily  con 
tained  in  the  Notion  of  the  general  Renovation. 
I,  for  my  part,  can  find,  in  this  Renovation,  no 
Strokes,  no  Refemblance  of  the  religious  Doc 
trine  of  a  future  State.  Fir  ft, 

Antiquity  gives  us  two  very  different  Accounts 
of  this  Matter.     We  are   fometimes  told   that 
this  new  World  was  to  be  flocked  and  replenifh'd 
'with  the  'very  fame  Men,  who  had  before  lived 
in  this.     But  then  there,  are  Writers  who  endea 
vour  to  perfuade  us,   that  the  Inhabitants  of  this 
new  World  were   to  be  as  frefli  and  new  as  the 
World  itfelf ;   that  they  were  not  the  felf  fame 
Pei  fons,  who  had  lived  before  in  this,  but  others, 
who  were  to  refemble  them  in  a  very  particular 
and  exact  Manner.     We  need  not  ftay  to  deter 
mine  which  of  thefe  Accounts  is  moft  authentic  ; 
for   whichever   Way    the  Queftion    is   decided, 
whichever  of  the  two  Opinions   is  allowed  this 
learned  Writer  to  make  his  bed  of,  we  fhall  be 
enabled  effectually  to  overthrow  every  thing  he 
has   advanced  on  this  Head.     Firft,    there  are 
Authors  who  tell  us,  that  the  Inhabitants  of  the 
old  World  were  not  to  be  reflored  at  the  general 
Renovation  ;  but  that  the  new  Scene  was  to  be 
filled  and  occupied  by  a  new  Race  of  Men.  *'  The 
"  Stoics  fuppofe  thefe  Revolutions  not  only  with 
"  regard  to  Mankind,  but  even  the  Gods  and 
"  immortal  Beings.     For  after  the  general  Con- 
"  flagration,  which    has    happen'd  an   infinite 
<c  Number  of  times  in  pad  Ages,  and  will  hap- 
"  pen  as  often  hereafter,  the  fame  Face  and  Or- 

«  der 
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<c  derof  Things,  from  the  Beginning  to  the  End, 
"  has  been,  and  ever  will  be  -preferved.     Now 
"  the  Stoics^  endeavouring  to  remove  this  Ab- 
"  furdity,  fay  that  the  Perfons,  who  are  to  live 
cc  in  thefe  future  Revolutions,  will  bear  the  moft 
"  near  and  Uriel:  Refemblance  to  thole  who  lived 
in  the  preceding  ones.     It  was  not  the  fame 
"  Socrates,  who  was  to  appear  and  rife  again, 
c  but  fome  one  exactly  like  him,  —  he  was  noc 
to  marry  the  fame  Xantippe,  but  one,   who 
was  to  refemble  her  moil  exactly  in  all  her 
good  Qualities  ;  he  was  not  to  be  accufed  by 
"  the  fame  Sycophants  Any  tits  and  Melitus^  but 
<c  by  others  of  the  very  fame  Stamp  and  Cha- 
"  rafters." 

Stoicis  tamen  non  eadem  qu<e  mine  funt  renafci- 
tura,  fed  i\\isjimilia  tantum  (non  eundem,  verbi 
gratia,  Socratem^  fed  huic  &  virtute  &f  fortune 
geminum]  videtur  potius  placuifTe  h. 

If  now  we  admit  this  Opinion,  which  affigns 
this  new  World  to  different  Men  ;  the  learned 
Writer  will  never  be  able  to  prove  from  hence, 
that  the  Stoics  believed  another  Life,  or  that 
they  held  a  future  State,  in  which  Men  were  to 
be  rewarded,  and  punifhed  in  Proportion  to  the 
Merit  and  Demerit  of  their  Actions  in  the  pre- 


j^ovoy  r'f,v   rwv    Hjrai  TEptadbc  roixvrr/v 
TUV  a,Qa.va,Tav  x.a,i  ruv  XK.T'    awrus  $±w' 
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1.  iv.  £d.  Spen.  p.  208,  209. 
^  Annotationes  D'  Acerianai  in  Mar.  Antonin.  1.  x.  c.  3  1  . 
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fcnt  Life.     For  the  Doctrine  of  a  future  State 
fuppofcs  that  the  felf  fame  Perfons  are  to  appear 
again  in  the  next  World  •,  but  the  Stoics  affign 
this   new    World  ,to  different  Perfons.     They 
ftrike  therefore  at   the  very  Effence  and  Foun 
dation  of  another  Life  ;  they  cut  off  all  PofTi- 
bility  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments,  as  they  do 
not  introduce  the  fame  Perfons  into  this  new  State. 
So  much  for  the  Diverfity  of  Perfons.     But  let 
us  now  iuppofe  that  the  very  fame  Perfons  were 
to  revive  and  appear  again  ;  and  then  let  us  fee 
whether  this  might  be  confidered  as  a  future  State 
of  Rewards  and  Punifhments.     When  we  fpeak 
of  fuch  a  State,  we   mean  a  State,  which  is  to 
rectify  the  Diforders,  and  correct  the  Inequalities 
of  the  prefent  Life  ;  where  good  Men  are  to  be 
happy,  and  the  Wicked  miferable.     But  was  this 
the  Cafe  in   thefe  future  Revolutions  ?  The  very 
contrary.     The  Righteous  were  to  fufifer,  and  the 
Wicked  to  flourifh  and  triumph,  juft  as  they  do 
on   this  Side  the  Grave,     Thus,  'c  Socrates  was 
"  at  the  next  general  Revolution  to  live  again  in 
"  the  very  fame  Circum fiances, — to  be  born  of 
"  the  fame  Parents,  to  be  educated   in  the  fame 
"  City,  to  apply  himfelf  to  the  fame  Studies, 
<;  and  to  undergo  the  fame  matrimonial  Difci- 
"  pline.     Fie  was  to  be  accufed  by  the  fame  Sy- 
"  cophants ;  condemned  by  the   fame   Judges, 
"  and  then  to  fubmit  to  the  fame  Fate  *." 


Origenes  contra  Celfum,  I.  v.  p.  244,  5 

•it:  ^QO  a  Tonxvra  icrzo-Sai,  xou 

'"  •"'•   Kan  AVVTO-, 


r^v.  —  And  he  adds,  that  Phalaris  and  Alex 
ander  were  to  rife  again  at  this  general  Renovation,  and  to 
txvicife  the  very  fame  Afts  of  Tyranny  and  Cruelty,  as  they 
had  done  before, 

This 
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This  general  Reftoration  is  defcribed  byNeme- 
fiusin  much  the  fame  Manner.  He  fays,  "  that 
"  at  a  certain  Period  the  World  would  be  de- 
"  flroyed:  That  it  would  be  afterwards  reftored, 
"  that  all  things  would  happen  in  the  very  fame 
"  Order  as  they  had  done  before:  ThatSocrates9 
"  and  PlatOy  and  every  one  elfe,  would  be  again 
"  called  into  Being,  live  with  the  very  fame 
"  Friends  and  Citizens,  and  in  every  Particular 
"  meet  with  the  fame  Adventures  ;  That  this 
"  Reftitution  was  not  to  be  made  once  only,  but 
"  often  ;  that  it  was  to  be  repeated  at  certain  Pe- 
"  riods,  without  End,  and  to  all  Eternity  :  That 
<c  the  Face  of  things  would  be  no  waysdiverfified 
"  and  changed,  not  even  with  regard  to  the  moft 
"  particular  and  minute  Circumftance.  Some  (he 
<c  fays)  pretend  that  iheChriftians  borrov/ed  their 
"  Notion  of  another  Life  from  this  Dodlrine  : 
"  But  (he  adds)  they  aregrofsly  miftaken.  For  the 
"  Scriptures  teach  that  the  Dead  will  be  once  re- 
"  ftored  to  Life  ;  and  not  that  this  will  be  re- 
"  peated  at  certain  Periods  k." 

And  kalian  gives  much  the  fame  Account! 
"  We  muft  rejedt  the  Doclrine  of  Zeno^  which 

k  Cap.  38.  n?^  Qvcnv/;  «»9gfc>7rtf.»  "  "  EKXCOV  sv  rv)  GToorepoc,  ure* 
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<c  teaches,  that,  after  the  general  Conflagration, 
"  the  fame  Men  will  appear  again,  and  be  en- 
"  gaged  in  the  fame  Aclions. — Anytus  and  Meli- 
tc  tus  will  again  accufe  the  Innocent;  Bufiris  will 
"  again  facnSce  Strangers,  and  Hercules  will  un- 
*'  dergo  his  former  Labours  1." 

And  what  was  all  this  but  a  Revival  of  the 
old  Scene,  a  bare  Repetition  of  the  former  Life 
without  any  the  lead  Difference  in  the  mod  par 
ticular  and  minute  Circumftance  ?  The  Identity 
of  the  Perfon  will  not  therefore  contribute  much 
to  fupport  the  Conformity  which  is  here  fuppofed 
between  the  Stoical  Docirine  of  a  general  Reno 
vation,  and  the  common  Notion  of  a  future  State. 
If  it  be  the  felf  fame  Socrates,  who  is  to  appear 
and  rife  again  ;  let  it  be  remember'd  that  he  is 
to  marry  the  felf  fame  Xanlippe,  to  be  arraigned 
by  the  fame  Sycophants,  and  to  be  condemned 
by  the  fame  Judges.  No  Glympfe  or  Shadow 
of  any  Retribution :  Happinefs  and  Mifery  are 
to  be  difpenfed  in  the  fame  unequal  Meafure  as 
they  are  at  prefent. 

The  very  Paflfage  produced  by  Mr.  Jackfon 
From  Chryftppus,  in  Support  of  his  own  Notion, 
will  of  itfelf  prove  this.  "  It  was  the  Opinion 
"  of  the  Stoics,  that  after  Death  and  fome  de- 
"  termined  Periods  of  Time,  we  jhall  be  again 
"  reft  or  ed  to  the  State,  in  which  we  now  are** 
Had  I  fearched  all  Antiquity  fora  Paffage  to  efta- 
b'lifh  and  confirm  the  Docirine  I  am  here  main 
taining,  I  could  not  have  found  one  more  perti 
nent,  and  decifive  m  of  the  Point  I  would  fup 
port, 

1  Tatiani  Oratio  ad  Graecos,  §  v.   To»  yap  ZVIVUIHZ,  &«  TK 
a  Awlov  KM  MfiXiloi*  ETTI  ru  xatfayoptn,   Etnyt^v  es  eTTt- 


. 

»  Mr,  7-  has  been  pleafed  to  refer  to  this  Place  in  his 
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port,  than  this,  which  the  learned  Writer  brings 
with  a  profefied  Defign  to  confute  and  overthrow 
it;  cc  We  mall  be  reftored  again  to  the  State  in 
u  which  we  now  are.9'  And  can  a  Reiteration 
to  a  State  like  the  prefent  be  compared  to  the 
common  Doctrine  of  another  Life  ?  Are  a  State 
of  Retribution^  and  a  State  deftitute  of  Rewards 
and  Punifhments,  one  and  the  fame  thing? 

Again  ;  with  regard  to  thefe  feveral  Renova 
tions,  whether  of  the  Stoics  or  other  Sects,  we 
may  obferve  that  they  were  all  purely phyjicaland 
fatal\  and  therefore  what  Force  can  they  have 
in  the  prefent  Queftion,  which  is  confined  to  a 
State  of  Retribution,  that  is  allowed  to  be  free 

ufual  Manner.  "  Our  Critic  would  have  us  think  that  C&ry- 
"  Jtppus  believed  nothing  of  a  future  State,  becaule  he  believ'd 
"  that  it  was  not  improbable,  but  that  after  Death  and  feme 
"  determined  Periods  of  times,  ive  fiall  again  be  reftorsd  to  tks 
"  State,  in  which  <we  no<w  are.  And  this  our  Critic  .thinks 
"  deciji<ve  againit  the  Dodtrine  of  another  Life."  p.  47.  Now 
would  not  any  one,  who  reads  this,  naturally  imagine,  that 
I  had  produced  this  Paiiage  of  Chnjippus,  in  order  to  prove 
that  he  difbelieved  another  Life  ?  and  yet  we  fee  it  was  only 
alledged  to  fnew  that  the  State  and  Condition  of  things  after 
the  general  Reftoration  was  to  be  juil  the  lame  as  it  is  now. 
Honeft  Man !  how  hard  is  he  put  to  it,  when  he  loves 
Truth  fo  well  to  be  thus  forced  to  cog,  and  palm,  and  fhufHe  j 
and  all  to  keep  his  Philofophers  above  Water.  But  he  goes 
on.  "  Chryfippus  believed  the  Souls  of  wife  or  good  Men  ex- 
"  iJJed  with  God  after  Death  till  tbe  general  Conflagration , 
"  and  that  after  that  they  might  probably  be  reilor'd  again 
"  to  the  State  they  liv'd  inhere:  Therefore,  CONCLUDE 
"  our  two  acute  Critics,  it  is  cecilive  that  Cbryfypus  believed 
"  nothing  of  another  Life  after  this."  p.  48.  Let  his  beft 
Friends  now  bear  Witnefs  of  this  my  Promife,  that  on  his 
fhe\ying  the  Reader  the  Paffage  where  I  make  this  Conclufan, 
I  will  give  him  up  the  reft  of  the  Controverfy.  This  is  all 
I  will  fay  to  fo  notorious  a  .Falihood.  For  no  Language  but 
his  own  can  treat  it  as  it  deferves.  And  that,  which  is  the 
only  Thing  he  can  teach,  I  cc.ifefs  I  fliould  be  very  unwilling 
to  learn. 

G  3  and 
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and  word?  Origen  n,  fpeaking  of  the  Followers  of 
Plato&nd.  Pythagoras,  lays,  "  They  affirm  that  at 
"  certain  fixed  and  ftated  Periods,  the  Stars  will 
"  return  to  the  fame  Order  and  Pofkion  which  they 
"  had  before;  and  that  then  the  Face  and  Appear- 
"  ance  of  things  upon  Earth  will  be  jufl  the  fame, 
<c  as  when  the  heavenly  Bodies  were  before  in  this 
<c  Situation.  When  therefore  the  Stars  return  to  the 
*c  fame  Places,  in  which  they  were  fituated  in  the 
c  '  Timesof  Socrates^  the  neceflary  Confequence  is, 
*'  that  Socrates  mail  undergo  the  fame  Sufferings, 
*c  be  accufed  by  the  fame  Perfons,  and  condemned 
*c  by  the  fame  Court  of  Juftice."  Servius  con 
firms  the  fame  ;  he  explains  the  Opinion  of  the 
Philofophers  in  this  manner.  "  At  the  Conclu- 
46  fion  of  the  great  Tear,  the  Stars  will  return 
"  to  the  very  fame  Points,  from  which  they  ori- 
*c  ginally  moved  ;  and  then  are  to  revolve  again 
<c  in  the  fame  Order.  And  if  the  Stars  revolve  in 
"  the  fame.  Order>  all  things  ,  that  have  leen^ 
<c  muft  le  again  repeated.  For  all  things  defend 
"  intirely  on  the  Motion  of  the  Stars  °." 

It  is  remarkable  that  Servius  fpeaks  of  the  Phi 
lofophers  in  general,  and  does  not  confine  himfelf 
to  any  one  Sect,  ButNemefius  gives  this  very 


"  Tuv  yy.^  a,<rtfuv  xalx  nvixt;  WfgioS'rfj  Telay^Eya?  raj  awry?  ff^n- 
liO-ptji;  KUi  a^EC'e-iq  K-fcs  aX^>-a;  XaftCavcvrajy,  wavla  ra  s?r»  ym 
£%eiv  T&K;  CTS  TO  ctvro  G'xpu.fc  T*J$  a"/j.   tcac, 
o   Mortal;,   tzi&ixvi  TQWVV  xafla,  TSTOV  TOV  hoyov,  ruv 


svicrtxi  ex.  TUV  avrav,  xa,i  TO. 
VTTO  TV.C   sf  Apa»a  Trap's  /SsA^jj.      Contra 
Celfum,  lib.  v. 

0  Dixit  etiam  finitis  feculis  omnla  revccari,  quod  &  philo- 
fophi  ita  collitruat  ;  quod,  exaflo  .niagno  anno,  omnia  fydera 
in  ortus  fuos  rcdeunt  ;  6c  rurfus  referuntur  eodem  motu.  Si 
igitur  idem  efl  fyderum  motus,  omnia  quae  fuerunt,  habebunt 
reiterationem.  Nam  univerfa  ex  allrorum  motu  pendent. 
iv. 

Doctrine 
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Doftrine  to  the  Stoics  in  the  moil  direct  and  ex- 
prefs  Terms.  "  The  Stoics^  fays  he,  aflfert  that 
"  when  the  Planets  fliall  return  to  the  very  L  c 
<c  Points  in  the  Heavens,  in  which  they  were 
"  originally  placed,  when  the  World  was  made-, 
"  a  general  Conflagration  will  arile  and  confume 
<c  all  things.  But  then  the  World  will  be  re- 
"  ftored  again  to  its  former  State;  and,  fince  the 
c  '  Star  s  are  to  move  in  the  very  fame  Order  as  they* 
cc  did  before,  every  Tranfaction  and  Event  of  the 
"  preceding  State  will  be  again  repeated  in  the 
«  very  fame  Manner.  Plato  and  Socrates  will  live 
cc  again  in  the  fame  Country,  converfe  with  the 
"  fame  Citizens  and  Friends,  fcfr.  P" 

If  then  the  learned  Writer  could  prove  that  the 
very  fans  s  Men  were  to  be  reftored  at  the  general 
Renovation  ;  that  they  were  to  be  happy  and 
miferable  in  Proportion  to  the  Merit  and  Demerit 
of  their  former  Lives  ;  he  would  be  ftill  on  the 
wrong  Side  the  Port  :  For  as  all  this  would  have 
been  afcribed  to  pure  Necefflty  and  Fate,  it  would 
be  quite  wide  of  the  prefent  Queftion. 

Again  :  Not  content  to  demonftrate  that  the 
Philofophers  believed  another  Life,  he  affirms  too 
in  his  Title  Page,  that  their  Doctrine  of  it  was 
CONSISTENT  WITH  REASON.  In  his  fecond  Piece 
he  repeats  the  fame,  and  tells  us  %  "  That  he  has 
"  fhewn  at  large  the  REASONABLENESS  of  their 
"  Doctrine  on  this  Head."  But  if  their  Notion  of 


P  Oi  OB  'S'ruix.ot  (ptzcrw  Gc,7r(jx.a§ir&.[Aevtit;  Ty?  7rX«y^ra?  «;  TO  stvro 
x.cclx  TE  yt.rix.QS  xcu  Tr^atToj,  sv$<x  TIJV  acxyv  exafO?  wt  OTE  TO 
•TT^WT^I/  o  xoo-^s  ffiveri),  tv  zfi'j.\i  xpvu'j  TTE^O^OK  WJTV^UJW  KO.I  ^p9o- 
(>a.v  ru-j  ct^ui  am'^yatZ.ia'Sau  KOU  TraXiv  s%  vTrufx,^  e'?  To  ^VTO  rw 
xcafdov  a7ro«a$iraa^at.  THN  ASTEPflN  OMOmE  HAA-N 
C^EPOMENfiN,  ixcc^w  tv  T»J  TT^OTE^C*  itegw^u  yevopevov  aTra^aXXax- 

Tfc-5  aworeXsic-Sat.     And  then  follows  the  Paffage  above  cited. 
efius  de  Fata,  c.  xxxviii. 
Page  5  8, 

G4  a  future 


a  Future  State  was  fuch  as  he  here  gives  it,  upon 
the  Authority  of  Ch'ryfippus,  its  Reafonablenefs^  I 
prefume,  may  fairly  be  difputed.  Is  it  reasonable 
that  the  Sufferings  of  the  Righteous,  and  the  Pro- 
fperity  of  the  Wicked  fhould  be  again  repeated  in 
another  Life  ?  Is  it  reafonable  that  Happinefs  and 
Mifery  ihould  for  ever  be  difpenfed  with  the  fame 
Inequalities  'as  they  are  now  ?  For  that  they  were 
•for  ever  to  be  difpenfed  in  the  fame  Manner,  was 
the  clear  and  unqueftioned  Do&rine  of  the  Stoics. 
ThusNumemus  informs  us,  "  that  thefe  Revolu- 
cc  tions  were  to  fticceed  each  other  in  a  perpetual 
*'  and  endlefs  Circle  r. 

But  as  the  ReafonaMenefs  of  their  Doctrine  is  fo 
rmica  infilled  on  by  this  learned  Gentleman,  I 
muft  beg  leave  to  mention  another  Circumftance, 
which  ieems  to  me  intirely  deftruftive  both  of 
his  Reafon  and  theirs.  Obferve  then  in  what 
Manner  they  introduce  Men  into  this  new  Scene. 
Veniet  iterum  qui  nos  in  lucem  reponet  dies, 
quern  mulci  recufarent,  nifi  olUtos  reduceret. 
Seneca  Ep.  36. 

Strange  Preparative  for  a  future  State  of  Re^ 
wards  and  Puni  foments  !  they  were,  you  fee,  to 
be  ftript  of  all  Memory  and  Senfe  of  their  preced 
ing  Lives  i  they  were  to  be  dragged  into  Exiftence, 
under  a  perfect  Ignorance  and  Oblivion  of  all  that 
had  hitherto  happened  to  them  •,  they  were  not  fa 
much  as  to  know  that  they  had  exifted  before.  In 
this  Situation,  it  was  impoffible  for  them  to  con- 
fider  their  State  and  Condition  in  this  new  World, 
whatever  it  was,  as  the  Reward  and  Punifhment 
of  their  Actions  in  the  preceding  State  :  And  what 


r  Tuv  foiovluv  ytrtrtofftti    EE   ATAlOY 
Eufebius  Pr/ep.  E-vang  l.xv.  c.  19.    And  Nemejius  told  us,  in. 
yery  plain  and  dire£l  Terms,  that  thefe  Revolutions  were  to 

concinue  to  all  Eternity. 

Judge 
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judge  ever  thought  of  keeping  the  Objects  of  his 
Tribunal  perpetually  ignorant  of  their  Sentence  ? 
Whether  the  learned  Writer  reflected  upon  this 
Circumftance,  when  he  talked  of  the  Reafon- 
ablemfs  of  the  Philofophers'  future  State,  I  won't 
pretend  to  fay :  Or  whether  he  confidered  that 
the  very  EPICUREANS  themfelves  would  go 
Snacks  in  his  Compliment,  is  as  little  worth  de 
ciding.  Yet  we  mull  do  Juftice  to  this  illuftrious 
Sect :  For  they  too  held  it  poffible  that  the  fame 
Men  after  Death  might  appear  again  ;  that  they 
might  again  be  brought  into  Being  in  fome  di- 
flant  Age.  But  then,  as  they  were  to  be  diverted 
of  all  Senfe  and  Memory  of  their  former  Lives, 
they  did  not  look  upon  themfelves  as  at  all  inter- 
efted  and  concerned  in  the  State  and  Condition  of 
this  future  Life. 

Nee  fi  materiam  noftram  conlegerit  setas 
Pod  obitum,  rurfumque  redegerit  ut  fita  nunc  eft, 
Atque  iterum  nobis  fuerint  data  lumina  vitse, 
PLRTINEAT  QJLJIDQUAM  TAMEN,,AD  NOS  ID 

qyoQj;E  FACTUM, 
INTERRUPTA  SEMEL  CUM  SIT  REPETENTIA 

NOSTRA.  Lucretius. 

And  mould  we  fay  that  they  held  the  very  fame 
Renovations  with  the  Stoics  themfelves,  we  have 
the  Authority  of  St.  Jerom  to  jaftify  us  in  this 
Point s. 

*  Nec  putemus  figna  atque  prodigia,  &  multa  qti^e  arbitrio. 
Dei  nova  in  mundo  fiunt,  in  prioribus  faeculis  elTe  jam  fadla, 
iff  locum  invenire  Epicurum,  qui  afferit  per  ixnuMerabiles  perio 
ds  eadem>  &  iifdem  in  locis,  &  per  eojdein  fieri.  Alioquin  & 
Judas  crebro  prodidit,  &  Chrillus  faepe  paffus  eft  pro  robis,yr. 
hi  Eedefiafi.  c.  i.  This  1'eitimony  is  de/igned  for  l\\\ .J ach/on  s 
fo/f  Ufe ;  'tis  hoped  he  will  receive  it  with  proper  Deference 
and  Refpeft,  as  it  comes  from  one  of  thofe  very  Writers,  to 
whom  he  fen4s  us  for  Information  or.  this  Point. 

And 
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And  now  the  learned  Author,  with  the  beft 
Grace  in  the  World,  proceeds.  "  This  made 
"  fome  Chriilian  Writers  think  that  the  Opi- 
"  nion  of  the  Stoics  was  .not  much  different 
"  from  the  Chriftian  Doctrine  of  the  Refurrec- 
"  tion."  And  for  this  we  are  referred  to  Clemens 
of  Alexandria  and  Nemefms.  As  for  Clemens,  that 
he  was,  upon  all  Occafions,  (as  wa ;.  the  common 
Failing  of  hisTime)  fond  of  finding  out  fome  Re- 
femblance  between  the  Doclrine  of  the  Scriptures 
and  the  Pagan  Syftem  ;  that  he  was  ever  ready  to 
ft  rain  and  warp  things,  in  order  to  give  the  better 
Colour  to  this  imaginary  Likenefs,  is  an  evident 
Fact,  and  known  to  all,  who  are  the  lead  con- 
verfant  in  the  Writings  of  this  great  Man.  Thus 
Plato^  if  we  may  believe  him,  'ftole  his  Notion  of 
the  Ideal  WTorld  from  Chap,  xxii.,  of  the  Book  of 
Gemfis.  (Strom,  v.  p.  583.)  Now,  after  fuch  a 
Difcovery,  we  (hall  hardly  be  furprifed  to  find  him  . 
comparing  the  future  Revolutions  of  the  Stoics  to 
the  Scripture  Dpdlrine  of  a  future  State.  All  we 
lhall  be  Yurprifefd  at,  is,  that  he  fhould  at  this  time 
of  clay  be  cited  to  prove,  not  only  againft  the  Pri 
mitive  Writers  abovementioned,  but  even  againft 
Chryftppus  himfelf,  that  this  Renovation  wascon- 
lidered  as  a  State  of  future  Rewards  and  Punifh- 
ments.  And,  what  increafes  the  Surprife,  is,  that 
the  learned  Mr.  Jackfon  could  not  but  know,  that 
this  very  Paffage  had  been  objected  to  Clemens  on 
this  Score  ;  that  he  had  hence  been  charged  with 
iuppofing  a  Likenefs  between  the  Doctrines  of 
Philofophy  and  the  Gofpel,  without  the  leaft 
Foundation  in  Truth  and  real  Fact f. 

The  Authority  of  Clemens  wiJi  then,  I  fear,  add 
very  little  Weight  to  this  other  Side  of  the  Que- 

1  Le  Clerc's  Epiilolas  Critical  p.  14, 

ftion, 
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flion.  The  Canfe  muft  ilirely  be  near  expiring, 
or  the  learned  Gentleman  would  never  have  had 
Recourfe  to  fuch  difcredited  Evidence. 

For  Proof  of  this  he  appeals  too  to  Nemejlus 
de  FatO)  c.  xxxviii.  Would  not  any  one  now  ima 
gine  that  Nemeftus,  or  fome  Chriftian  Writer  had 
declared  in  this  Place,  "  that  this  Opinion  of  the 
"  Stoics  was  not  much  different  from  the  Scrip- 
"  ture  Doftrine  of  a  future  State  ?  "  But  Neme- 
fius  is  ib  far  from  affirming  this,  that  he  affirms 
the  direct  contrary,  that  is,  he  afiferts  the  very 
thing  I  contend  for,  that  the  two  Doftrines  were 
'very  different. 

He  does  indeed  fay,  that  fome  imagined  the 
Scripture  Doctrine  to  be  borrowed  from  this  Prin 
ciple  of  the  Stoics  ;  but  then  he  does  not  fay,  with 
Mr.  Jackfon^  that  thefe  were  Chriftian  Writers. 
And  if  it  was  an  Infidel  Objection,  'tis  nothing  to 
the  Purpofe  of  our  prefent  Argument.  However 
he  does  fay,  in  direct  Contradiction  to  Mr.  Jack- 
fon^  that  they  who  talked  in  this  manner,  were 
grofsly  miflaken.  But  I  have  already  given  the 
whole  PafTage  from  Nemefius  •,  and  if  the  Reader 
can  find  any  thing  in  it,  in  Favour  of  the  Do 
ctrine  I  am  here  oppofing,  1  mall  readily  take 
upon  myfelf  the  Shame  of  having  endeavoured  to 
fupport  my  Point  by  a  Teftimony,  that  makes 
directly  again  ft  it. 

As  to  this  Notion  of  future  Renovations,  whe 
ther  borrowed  from  the  Stoics  or  other  Sects,  'tis 
certain  that  it  infected  the  Chriftian  Church  in 
the  firft  Ages.  St.  Jerom  charges  it  on  Origen. 
Origeni  tuo  licet  tra&are  ^mpj/v^tnv,  innumera- 
bilesmundos  introducere,  &  rationabiles  creaturas 
aliis  atque  aliis  veftire  corporibus ;  Chriftumque 
dicer e  fepe  pajfitm,  &  fapiits  pajfttrttm  v.  There 

v  Apologia  ad  RulHnum. 

cannot, 


cannot,  I  think,  be  a  more  clear  and  convincing 
Proof,  that  thefe  general  Reiterations  were  very 
different  from  the  Scripture  Doctrine  of  another 
Life  :  How  horridly  mud  we  pervert  and  mifre- 
prefcnt  Scripture,  before  we  can  make  it  give  any 
Countenance  to  the  execrable  Doc~trine  I  have  here 
mentioned  ? 

And  here,  again,  we  fee,  as  Mr.  Warburton 
obferves,  the  fatal  Effects  of  too  ciofe  an  Attach 
ment  to  the  r*a^n  Sy items  ;  how  grofsly  it  led 
Men  to  pervert  and  corrupt  the  Gofpel  in  the 
early  Ages. 

It  is,  I  find,  after  all,   the  Opinion  of  fome 
learned  tMen,  that  thefe  feveral  Revo.lutions,which 
make  fo  much  Noife  in  Antiquity,  do  really  bear 
a  ftrong  Refemblance  to  the  Scripture  Doctrine  of 
another  Life.  Mr.  y  or  tin,  in  his  late  very  rational 
Difcourfes,  feems  to  have  confidered  them  in  this 
Light.     He  fpeaks  of  them  as  a  Restitution  to  a 
happier  State  -,   a  Restitution  of  things  to  their  an 
cient  Beauty  and  Perfections,  p.  102,  3.     But  in 
what  did  this  Perfection,  Beauty,  and  Happinefs 
connft  x  ?  The  material  World  was  to  be  framed 
in  the  very  fame  Manner  as  it  now  is.     If  the 
moral  World  was  to  be  reilored  to  its  ancient 
Beauty  and  Perfection,  in  this  it  had  no  Advan 
tage  over  the  prefent  State.     The  firft  Ages  were 
indeed  to  be  diftinguimed  by  the  Purity  and  Sim 
plicity  of  their  Manners,  much  in  the  fame  Man 
ner,  as  the  firft  Inhabitants  of  this  World  were  faid 
to  have  been  before  them.     But  then  it  was  fup- 
pofed  that  they  would  foon  fink  into  the  fame  De- 

*  Ita  relinqui  nihil  prater  ignem;  a  quo  rurfum  ammante  ac 
clco  renovatio  mundi  tieret,  atque  idtm  ornatus  oriretur.  Clcero9 
fc  Nat.  Dewum,  1.  ii.  c.  46. 

pravity 
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pravity  and  Corruption,  which  fo  much  prevails 
in  the  prefent  State  of  things  y. 

This  Samenefs  of  the  feveral  fucceed  ing  Worlds 
was  held  likewife  by  Pythagoras  and  Plato.  "  At 
"  certain  fixed  and  ftated  times,  every  thing  which 
"  had  before  appeared,  was  to  revive  and  rife 
cc  again  ;  but  nothing  new,  abfolutely  new,  was 
"  ever  to  be  V 

Plutarch  confirms  the  fame,  "That  at  the  ge* 
"  neral  Reftoration  there  would  be  the  very  fame 
"  Appearance  of  Things  and  Perfons;  the  lame 
"  Men  were  to  be  engaged  in  the  fame  Scenes  of 
"  Life,  to  difcharge  their  feveral  Offices  in  the 
*c  fame  manner,  and  to  fhare  the  fame  Fortune, 
"  without  the  lead  Viciflitude  or  Change  a." 

Celfus  too  declares,  **  That  feveral  Worlds  were 
"  to  fucceed  each  other  in  a  regular  and  fixed  Or- 
cc  der  ;  that,  at  certain  Periods,  there  would  al- 
"  ways  be  the  fame  State  and  Condition  of  things 
"  in  this  new  World  b."  This  is  the  true  State  of 
the  Affair,  and  let  Divines  make  the  belt  of  it; 
but  without  forgetting,  that  there  is  fomethingdue 
to  Truth  and  Scripture,  as  well  as  to  Syftern  c. 

But 

y  Omne  animal  ex  integro  generabitur,  dabiturque  tern's 
homo  infcius  fcelerum,  &  melioribus  auipiciis  natus.  Sed  iilis 
quoque  Innocentia  non  durabit,  nifi  dusn  novi  fint;  cito  ne- 
quitia  furrepit.  Seneca,  Nat.  Qu&ft.  1.  iii. 

z  OTJ  xala-CTE^o^tf?  Ttv«s  ra  yn/opva  -nro'/s  cra?uv  yivelaj,  NEON 
^'  OTAEN  AFIAftr  ES'il.  Por^hyrius  de  vita  Pythagoras. 
a  llothiv  roivvv  nrnb<x,v  y  ctvv/i  aQwrflat  ctma,  ice,  at/r«*«;  urctv* 


ctvToi  7£vo^x,£vot  'Wa.o^BV,  STW  oe  xat  -crayTs?  aro^wTrot,  KOH  TO,  ys 


r-r.v 
lot, 

.   Plutarch  de  Fato. 


avaxyxXrj<re»r  avay^  Ta  ainra  an  KCU  ysyovtvw,  x<xf 
sis  at,  xat  £<7£cr6at  tv  TV  TUV  Svyfuv  ^e^tooa.     Origen.   COnt.    Celf. 

l.iv. 

c  Now  as  this  Reafoning  is  fupported  by  the  dcarefl  reftimo- 
01  nies 


But  to  return  to  the  Queftion  :  Having  Ihewn 
the  Weakneis  and  Infufficiency  of  all  Mr.  Jackfort 
has  advanced  with  regard  to  this  general  Reno 
vation  j 

Let 

nies  and  the  plaineft  Fa&s  •  by  fuch  Tefiimonies  and  Fa&s,  as 
this  Gentleman  himfelf,  who,  in  his  time,  has  difputed  al- 
mofi  every  thing,  has  not  dared  to  examine  and  conteft :  It 
mull,  in  Spite  of  any  Comment  or  Diftin&ion,  that  he  can 
frame  upon  it,  plainly  (hew  that  he  has  all  along  been  la 
bouring  to  impofe  a  weak  and  idle  Notion,  not  only  without 
any  Authority  from  Antiquity,  but  even  in  Contradiction  to 
nil  that  Antiquity  could  fay  againft  him.  In  this  Situation 
then  how  does  our  candid  Author  deport  himfelf?  Why,  di- 
flreiied  above  Meafure,  he  now  declares  himfelf  ready  to  aban 
don  and  give  up  the  Point :  But  he  does  it  in  fo  captious  and 
ihufrling  a  Manner,  £s  takes  off  all  the  Merit  of  an  ingenuous 
and  liberal  Conceffion, 

Ailiamed,  I  fuppofe,  of  the  Lnpiety  and  Abfurdity  of  the 
Dcftrine,  which  he  had  taken  fo  much  Pains  to  eftablim  and 
defend  ;  he  now  fays,  he  never  offered  tbefe  future  Renovations 
as  a  Proof  that  the  Stoics  believed  another  Life  ;  that  he  con 
fined  their  Notion  of  a  future  State  to  the  Period  that  intervenes 
between  Death  and  the  general  Reftoration  ?  "  Cbryfippus 
"  (fays  he)  believed  the  Souls  of  wife  or  good  Men  exiiled 
"  with  God  after  Death,  till  the  general  Conflagration  ;  and 
'  that  after  that,  they  might  probably  be  reftored  again  to 

'  the  State  they  lived  in  here. This   Renovation  of  the 

'  Stoics,  was  by  fome  ancient  Writers,  thought  to  be  a  Sort  of 
'  Refitrreftion :  Not  the  fame  with  the  Chriftian  Notion.     I 
'  did  not  cite  Clemens  Alexandrinus  for  that  Purpofe:  But 
'  only  to  mew  there  was  fomething  fimilar  between  them.— 
'  The  Stoics  exprefsly  taught  that  the  Soul  after  Death  con- 
'  tinued  happy  or  miferable  till  its  DifTolution  :    The  future 
'  State  of  the  Stoics  was  that  which  intervened  between  Death 
{  and  the  general  Conflagration,  when  all  Beings  were  dif- 
*{  folved  into  God,  and  afterward  reftored  to  a  new  State  of 
"  Life."  Farther  Defence,  p.  47,  8,  9.     But  if  he  could  mean 
this,  I  will  readily  allow  him  to  mean  any  thing ;  or  what, 
perhaps,  every  thing  conficlered,  would  be  moil  for  his  Cre 
dit,  that  he  had  no  Meaning  at  all.    However  let  us  follow 
him  thro'  all  his  Turnings  and  Doubles. 

Vane  Ligur,  fruftraque  animis  elztefuperlis, 
atrias  tentaili  lubricus  artes. 

In 


r 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  his  other  Teftimonies. 
That  from  Cbryfippus  is  immediately  followed  by 
this  from  Arius  Didymus.  Their  (the  Stoics) 

"  Notion 

In  his  Attempt  to  demonftrate  that  the  States  believed  ano 
ther  Life,  he  offered  the  following  Paflages :  And  an  Ap 
peal  to  the  common  Senfe  of  every  Reader  will  be  enough  to 
convift  him  of  his  fhamelefs  Tergiverfation.  He  begins 
with  Cbryfypus.  "  It  is  by  no  Means  impofllble  that  after 
*s  Death  and  fame  determined  Periods  of  Time,  we  Jball  be  re- 
"  ftored  again  to  the  State  in  which  we  now  are"  Mr.  Jack- 
fan  himfelf  adds,  "  dfter  the  general  Conflagration  the  Stoics 
"  believed  a  new  State  of  things,  and  a  Reftoration  of  all 
*'  things  (Men,  Animals,  & c. )  which  had  exifted  before  to  a 
"  new  State  of  Life  and  Being.  This  made  fome  Chrijiian 
*'  Writers  think  that  the  Opinion  of  the  Stoics  was  not  much 
"  different  from  the  Scripture  Doctrine  of  the  Refurre&ion." 
Thefe  Chriftian  Writers  are  Clemens  of  Alexandria  and  Neme- 
fius.  The  Paffage  from  Clemens  runs  thus :  O^EV  y«£ 
(the  ancient  Writer  Ephejtus  he  is  fpeaking  of)  ta  TTJJ 

OtQtfV   TTJV  hxTTV^OS  X.ClQx.fJlV    TUV   KXX'jJ,   @t£lUXOTUV, 

sxTrvgucriv  ixctterctv  ci  Zrwtxot. 
n<&otk  ooypkccT^utrt,  tar  IXEIVO  T*j»  avarao'H'  WS^ISTTOVTE? . 

As  to  Neme/tus,  he  gives  a  large  Defcription  of  the  State  of 
things  after  the  general  Reftoration ;  it  has  been  already 
cited  ;  he  concludes  thus,  "  it  has  been  faid  that  the  Chri- 
"  ftians  borrowed  their  Notion  of  the  Refurreftion  from  this 
"  Doftrine.  But  this  (adds  he)  is  a  great  Miftake  ;  for  the 
"  Scriptures  teach  that  the  Dead  will  be  raifed  once,  and  not 
"  that  this  will  be  repeated  at  certain  Periods."  Thefe  are  the 
Pafiages  produced  by  Mr.  J.  in  his  firft  Pamphlet;  and,  his 
Reflections  upon  them.  Which  fhewing  he  cited  them  as  a 
Proof  that  the  Stoics  believed  a  future  State,  I  took  upon  me 
to  mew  that  thefe  Renovations  had  nothing  to  do  With  the  fu 
ture  State  in  Queftion  :  And  this  proving  unanfwerable,  What 
does  this  ingenuous  Difputant  now  do  ?  The  Reader  will 
hardly  believe  it ;  he  now  roundly  affirms,  That  he  never  of 
fered  thefe  Renovations  in  Proof  of  their  Belief  of  a  future 
State  ;  but  that  he  confined  their  Notion  of  it  to  the  Period 
that  intervened  between  Death  and  the  general  Renovation. 
He  is  got  to  his  laft  Subterfuge.  Let  us  drag  him  from  this, 
and  then  there  is  an  End  of  him. 

Thefe  Teftimonies,  we  now  plainly  fee,  were  urged  to  prove 
that  the  Stoics  believed  another  Life.   But  what  Notion  do  they 

G  8  convey 


"  Notion  was,  that  the  SouJ  was  generated  and 
*c  corruptible,  but  did  not  immediately  perifh. 
*c  when  it  departed  out  of  the  Body,  but  con- 

"  tinued 


convey  of  another  Life  befides  that  of the  general  Renovation? 
Do  they  give  the  leaft  Hint  of  the  State  that  is  to  intervene  be 
tween  Death  and  this  Period  ?  They  do  indeed  mention  the  Re 
novation  in  very  exprefs  and  direct  Terms ;  but  as  to  the  inter 
vening  State,  they  are  altogether  filent.  With  what  Face  then 
does  he  pretend  they  were  not  alledged  to  prove,  that  the  Stoics 
believed  the  general  Renovation  ?  If  they  were  not  produced 
for  this  Purpofe,  it  is  evident  they  muft  have  been  produced 
for  no  Purpofe  at  all. 

Let  us  take  them  fmgly.  As  to  the  Paffage  of  Cbryjippus, 
it  has  often  been  alledged  to  prove  that  Cbryfypus  really  believed 
a  future  State  :  And  therefore  to  relieve  our  Author  under  the 
Difgrace,  which  feemsfo  fenfibly  to  affect  him,  I  will  juft  obferve 
that  divers  Writers,  both  ancient  and  modern,  have  faid  the 
fame  thing  before  him.  Who  thofe  Ancients  were  I  will  leave 
Mr.  Jackfon  to  find  out  as  he  can :  And  then,  if  he  fees  fit, 
by  their  Blunders  to  fupport  his  own.  From  amongft  the  Mo 
derns  I  will  feleft,  for  his  Service,  two.  Dr.  Sykes  fays, 
"  that  the  Philofophers  had  very  different  Notions  of  a  future 
*'  State"  Some  of  them  maintained  that  the  Soul  would  re- 
*'  turn  to  a  Body  after  a  certain  Number  of  Years, 

Has  omnes,  ubi  mille  rotam  volvere  per  annos, 
in  corpora  velle  reverti. 

*'  Pjtbagoras  thought  them  injlantly  to  go  out  of  one  Body  into 
4f  another :  Cbryfypus  laid  that  we,  after  our  Deaths,  in  certain 
'*  revolving  Periods  of  Time,  fhould  be  rejlored  to  the  Form  we 
"  have  now.  Convex,  of  Nat.  and  Rev.  Re/,  p.  401.  What 
then  is  the  Notion  of  a  future  State,  which  is  here  given  to 
Cbryjippus  but  this,  that  after  certain  revolving  Periods  of 
Time,  v> '«;  mall  be  reflored  to  the  Form  in  which  we  now  are  ? 
The  learned  and  polite  Author  of  the  Plea  for  Human  Reafon9 
referring  to  this  very  Paffage,  fays,  "  And  the  Stoics  (tho1  un 
certain  of  a  future  State,  yet)  were  fixed  in  the  Belief  of 
the  Happinefs  of  virtuous  Men,  if  God  pleafed  to  give  them 
Exiftence  in  another  State,  to  whofe  good  providential  Dif- 
pofal  they  intirely  refigned  both  their  Souls  and  Bodies,  not 
denying  but  be  might  rejlore  them  to  a  nevj  Life  and  Being," 
P.  23 — In  his  Defence  of  his  firft  Pamphlet,  he  delivers  him - 
felf  in  the  following  Manner.  It  may  be  doubted  whether 
i  the 
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"  tinued  to  exift  for  a  certain  Term  of  Duration. 
"  That  the  Souls  of  good  Men  exifted  tiJl  the 
"  general  Conflagration  and  DifTolution  of  the 
"  Univerfe;  but  thofe  of  the  wicked  continued 
**  only  to  a  certain  Period."  p.  97,  8. 

Never 

"  the  Stoics  had  any  clear  or  exprefs  Sentiments  of  a  future 
"  State.    I  faid  that  they  were  uncertain  about  it,  but  however, 
"  that  they  did  not  deny,  but  that  God,  after  Death,  might  rejlore 
"  both  their  Souls  and  Bodies  to  a  new  Life.    For  this  I  cited 
"  a  Paflage  of  Chryjippus  the  famous  Stoic"  (the  very  PafTage 
we  are  now  upon.)     ••  This  Author  thinks  that  it  exprefies 
"  no  more  than  a  bare  Pcflibility  of  being  reftored  to  the  fame 
"  Syftem  of  things ;    but   the    Words  imply   more  than   a 
"  bare  Pojfibility  of  future  Exigence.    The  Words  (ontov  u<; 
u&v  uowoirov)   '•  are  emphatical,  and   imply  a  Probability  j  as 
"  if  he  mould  fay,   it  is  manifeftiv  far  from  being  impojfible,  or 
"  //  is  nothing  like  impoflible  ;    which  Expreffion  elegantly  im- 
"  plies  a  ftrong  Probability,   which  this  Author  did  not  con- 
"  fider,  and   the  Word  [crj^a]  relates  to  the  Body  ;  and  fo 
"  Chryjippus  means,  that  it  is  probable,  that  after  Death,  in 
"  fame  Revolutions  of  time,  we  Jhall  be  again   reftor'd  to  the 
"  fame  Form  of  corporeal  Exigence,  which  we  had  in  the  pre- 
"  fent  State.     And  fo  it  is  a  Teftimony  of  an  eminent  Stoic 
"  for  the  Probability  of  a  future  State."     Seneca,   the  Stoic, 
has  a  remarkable  PalTage  to  this  Purpofe,  which  illuftrates  that 
of  ChryJippuSy  *'  Death,  fays   he,  difcontinues   our  Life,  but 
"  does  not  wholly  deilroy  it  :  A  Day  will  come  that  will  re- 
"  ftore  us  to  this  State  again,"  p.  79,  80.     1  will  give  the 
whole  Paffage  from  Seneta.     Mors  nullum  habet  incommo- 
dum.  Efie  enim  debet  aliquid  cujus  fit  incommodum.  Quod 
fi  tanta  cupiditas  longioris  sevi  te  tenet,  cogira  mhileorum, 
qua?  ab  oculis  abeunt,  et  in  rerum  naturam,  ex  qua  prodierunt 
et  mox   proceffura  funt,  reconduntur,  confumi;  defonattifta, 
non   pereunt.    Et  mors,  quam    pertimefcimus  ac  recufamus, 
intermittit  witam,  non  eripit.  Veniet  iterum,  qui  nos  in  lucem 
reponet  dies,  &c.     When  he  fays  in  the  firit  Part,  "  That 
"  God  might  reftore  both  their  Souls  and  Bodies  to  a  new 

•«  Life." When  he  infifts  fo  much  on  the  Words,  ^0» 

a$  u^kir  aSiwotrov :  on  the  Word  ff^f**- : When  he  aflerts 

that  this  Paffage  is  "  the  Teftimony  of  an  eminent  Stoic  for 
"  the  Probability  of  a  future  State :" — Does  he  not  all  the 
,way  plainly  point  at  the  general  Renovation  ?  But  what  ne- 
ceflkrily  confines  us  to  this  Senfe,  is  the  laft  Paflage  from  Se 
ll  neca. 
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Never  fure  were  two  Paflages  joined  together 
fo  inconfiftent  with  and  utterly  deftructive  of  each 
other.  Yet  are  they  produced  by  this  learned 
Man  to  prove  that  the  Stoics  believed  a  future 
State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  The  firft 
refers  us  to  the  general  Renovation  for  thefe  Re 
wards 

neca.  Is  it  pofiible  he  could  offer  this  as  a  Teftimony,  that 
the  Stoics  believed  another  Life,  and  yet  have  his  Eye  only  on 
the  Period  which  was  to  intervene  between  Death  and  the  ge 
neral  Conflagration  ?  For  is  not  this  here  reprefented  as  a 
State  of  mere  Inieniibility  ;  as  an  abfolute  Difcontinuance  of 
our  Life  and  Being  ? 

What  does  indeed  demonftrate  that  he  alledged  this  PaiTage 
of  Chryfippus  for  the  Purpofe  I  here  contend  for,  is,  he  urges 
the  Words  of  Seneca  as  a  remarkable  Pafiage  to  the  fame  Pur- 
pofi;  as  fcrving  to  explain  and  illuftrate  that  of  Cbryfippus. 
for  how  can  a  PalTage,  which  reprefents  the  intermediate 
State  above  mentioned,  as  the  Difcontinuance  of  our  'very  Lift. 
and  Being,  be  to  the  fame  Purpofe  with,  and  ferve  to  illuftrate 
one,  which  fuppofes  that  departed  Souls  were  to  be  happy  or 
mi  Arable  during  this  Period  ? 

If  the  learned  Author  contradicls  this  in  other  Parts  of  the 
Controverfy,  that,  I  apprehend,  is  his  concern  and  not  mine. 
The  Truth  of  the  Matter  is  barely  this  j  he  undertakes  to 
prove  that  the  Stoics  believ'd  another  Life :  And  his  Teftimo- 
nics  fometimes  relate  to  the  State  between  Death  and  the  ge 
neral  Conflagration  ;  and  fometimes  to  the  State  which  was  to 
iucceed  the  laft.  No  doubt  the  Gentleman  himfelf  confider'd 
each  as  a  State  of  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  If  then 
we  reflect  that  this  Paffage  of  Cbryfypu;  has  often  been  cited 
10  prove  that  the  Stoics  believed  a  future  State  ;  that  the  Au 
thor  of  the  Plea  for  Human  Reafon  had  produced  it  with  this 
very  View,  it  cannot  furely  be  thought  reafonable  to  fuppofe 
that  Mr.  J.  himfelf  did  not  alledge  it  for  the  fame  Purpofe. 

Let  us  attend  next  to  what  Mr.  J.  himfelf  fays,  in  order 
to  illuitrate  and  explain  this  Doctrine  of  the  Stoics.  Now  he 
{ays,  "  That  after  the  general  Conflagration,  Men,  Animals, 
"  and  all  things  that  had  exifted  before,  were  to  be  reflored  to 
**  a  new  State  of  Life  and  Being."  Does  not  he  here  confine 
the  Stoical  Notion  of  another  Life,  to  the  Period  that  was  to 
fucceed  the  general  Conflagration  ?  Would  any  one  conclude 
from  hence,  that  he  was  fpeaking  only  of  the  State,  which  is 
to  intervene  between  Death  and  the  general  Renovation  ? 

As 


wards  and  Punifhments  ;  but  the  fecond  plainly 
teJJs  us,  that  the  Souls  of  good  Men  would  be 
extindand  loft  long  before  this  Period  -,  and  that 
the  Souls  of  the  Wicked  would  perifh  even  be 
fore  them.  For  whom  then  were  thefe  future 

Rewards 

As  to  Clemens  of  Alexandria^  he  tells  us,  "  that  the  Stoics 
"  maintained  the  Do&rine  of  the  Refurre&ion,  becaufe  they 
"  maintained  the  Notion  of  the  general  Rettoraticn."  In 
what  then  does  he  compare  the  two  Dodrines  together  ?  Why, 
only  fo  far  as  both  promife  a  future  Reilitution.  Not  a  Word 
do  we  find  of  the  Period  between  Death  and  the  general  Re 
novation. 

As  for  Nemefius,  he  fays,  that  the  Chriftians  were  charged 
with  borrowing  the  Dodlrine  of  the  Refurreclion  from  that  of 
the  general  Reiteration.  *'  But,  he  adds,  the  Charge  is  falfe ; 
"  becaufe  the  Refurre&ion  was  not  to  be  repeated  at  certain 
"  fucceflive  Periods,  like  the  general  Renovation."  In  what 
then  did  he  compare  the  two  Doftrines  together  ?  Why,  only 
fo  far,  as  they  relate  to  the  State  which  was  to  fucceed  the  ge 
neral  Conflagration  ? 

Toefpoufe  wrong  Syftems,  to  fupport  them  by  as  bad  Rea- 
foning,  are  amongft  the  commoneft  Occurrences  in  the  learned 
World :  And  modern  Controeverjy  one  may  define  to  be,  An  Art 
of  keeping  them  from  Con<vi£lion  after  they  are  detefted.  Hence 
Qiftintfions,  ^ualijications^  Refinements,  rife  like  the  arm'd 
Men  from  the  Serpent's  Teeth  :  and  tho'  they  foon  deftroy 
one  another,  they  make,  at  firft  ftarting  up,  a  formidable  Ap 
pearance.  But  the  Author  we  have  to  do  with  is  above 
this  Management.  Downright  Denial,  and  the  Ribaldry  of 
ill  Language,  are  the  diretl  and  honeji  Ways  he  takes  to  cover 
Error  and  ill  Argument.  They  have  an  length  indeed  fuc- 
ceeded  ill ;  and  are  now  feen  to  be  the  lafl  Struggles  of  a  fink 
ing  Reputation. 

Before  I  conclude  this  Note,  I  will  juil  take  Notice  of  a 
very  fmgular  Obfervation  of  our  Author,  which  relates  to  the 
Argument  lam  here  upon.  "  Mr.  Warburton  (fays he)  thinks 
"  that  the  Denial  of  the  Refurreilion  of  the  Body  arofe  out  of 
"  the  Gentile  Philofophy.  It  is  true,  it  did  fo  ;  tho  the  Stoics 
"  held  it  in  their  way"  Lafl  Defence  p.  7.  But  I  mult  defire 
to  be  informed,  upon  what  grounds  he  confines  this  Notion  to 
the  Stoics  ?  Did  not  the  Schools  of  Pythagoras  and  Plato  hold 
it  in  the  very  fame  Way  ?  If  he  thinks  nor,  why  did  he  make 
no  Reply  to  the  Tefiimonies  I  brought  from  Plutarch,  Dri 
ll  2  gen, 
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R-ewards  and  Punifhments  referved?  For  Mr. 
Jackfoifs  Defence  of  the  ancient  Philofophers. 
It  was  done  like  a  Workman  to  tell  us,  the  Stoics 
faid  that  Men  fhould  be  punifhed  and  rewarded 
at  the  general  Revolution  •,  and  then,  in  Con 
firmation  of  it,  to  give  us  another  Paflage,  which 
fays  that  they  will  ceafe  to  exift  before  that 
Period ! 

His  other Teftimony  runs  thus:  Efle  inferos 
Zeno  Stoicus  docuit,  &  fedes  piorum  ab  impiis 
efle  difcretas  •,  &  illos  quidem  quietas  &:  delefta- 
biles  incolere  regiones,  hos  vero  luere  pcenas  in 
tenebroiis  iocis  atque  in  cceni  voraginibus  hor- 
rendis.  This  Paflage  evidently  relates  to  the 
popular  Account  of  a  future  State  •,  and  therefore 
it  is  impoflible  to  know  with  what  View  it  is  here 
brought,  unlefs  it  be  to  confute  the  Paflage  from 
Chryfippus  cited  above.  Cbryfippus^  if  we  allow 
Mr.  Jackfon's  Interpretation,  fays  that  thefe  Pu- 
nifhments  and  Rewards  were  not  to  begin  till  after 
the  general  Conflagration :  But  Zeno-  as  plainly 

gen%  and  Porphyry?  But  he  defpifed  them  ('tis  his  own  modeft 
Language)  for  their  Ravunejs  and  Imbecility  in  all  kinds  of 
Learning. 

It  may,  after  all,  be  natural  to  afk,  what  it  was  that  could 
rniilead  fo  many  learned  Men  (for  many  very  learned  Men 
have  been  milled]  to  miilake  this  Renovation  for  the  new  Hea 
vens  and  the  new  Earth  of  Revelation.  Jf  i  might  be  allowed 
to  offer  my  Conjecture,  I  mould  fuppofe  it  aroic  from  hence. 
The  ancient  Mythologies  had  made  four  Ages,  Gold,  Silver, 
Brafs,  Iron.  Now  at  this  Renovation  the  Golden  dge  was  to 
appear  firft.  This  is  the  ground  of  Virgil's  Pollio.  But  a 
golden  Age  looked  fo  like  a  Kingdom  of  the  Juft,  that  they 
never  Hayed  to  reflect,  that,  in  this  Pagan  Scheme,  it  was 
to  be  followed  with  others  of  Silver*  Brajs,  and  Iron :  And 
that  none  were  to  enjoy  this  nevj  Golden  one  but  who  had 
been  Partakers  of  the  old.  The  moil  virtuous  and  holy  Men 
that  lived  after,  were  each  to  be  ranked  under  his  own  refpec- 
tive  Clafs  of  Silver,  Brafs,  or  Iron,  juft  as  the  Iniquity  of  his 
former  Fate  had  thrown  him. 

tells 


[  109  ] 

tells  us,  that  they  were  to  be  over.,  and  intircJy 
ceafe  at  this  very  Period ;  for  this  was  the  Cafe 
of  the  infernal  Torments,  and  the  Happinefs  of 
Elyfmm :  But  few  indeed  of  the  Righteous 
would  then  be  found  in  Ely/turn,  as  their  Conti 
nuance  there  was  limited  to  a  thoufand  Years. 
But  that  the  infernal  Regions  themfelves  were  to 
be  deftroyed  at  the  general  Conflagration,  we 
have  the  exprefs  Tetlimony  of  Seneca^  who  fays, 
In  Hercules  Oetxus* 

Jam  jam  legibus  obrutis 
Mundo  cum  veniet  dies, 
Coeli  regia  concider, 
Certos  atque  obitas  trahet, 
Atque  omnes  pariter  D</os 
Perdet  mors  aliqua,  &f  Chaos. 
Difcedet  via  Tartar! , 
Stratis  ut  pateat  polls. 
Pontum,  Sydera,  Tartara, 
Regna  unus  capiet  tria. 

The  learned  Writer  will  pardon  me,  if  I  fay  cfiat 
this  lad  Teftimony  of  Zeno  is  inconfiftent  with  the 
lecond  as  well  as  with  the  firft  Pafiage.  In  the  fe- 
cond,  he  plainly  fuppofes  that  the  Souls  of  the 
Wicked  will  not  fubfift  till  the  general  Conflagra 
tion:  In  the  third,  he  as  plainly  fuppofes  that/£<?y 
will.  It  never  was  imagined  that  the  Punilh- 
ments  of  Tartarus  would  end  before  this  time. 

So  much  for  the  firft  Point  •,  or  the  Teftimo- 
nies  brought  by  Mr.  Jackfon  to  prove  that  the 
Stoics  believed  another  Life.  There  needs,  we  fee, 
no  great  Pains  to  anfwer  and  confute  them  •,  they 
are  indeed  chofen  in  fo  fingular  a  manner,  as  even 
to  anfwer  and  confute  themfelves.  But  had  they 
been  ever  fo  confident,  what  would  he  have 
gained  by  them  1  All  they  would  prove,  is,  that 
H  3  the 
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the  Stoics  fometimes  declared  for  another  Life ; 
and  who  ever  denied  this  ?  But  then  let  it  be  re- 
member'd,  that  they  did  often  declare  againft  it. 
Let  the  learned  Writer  take  in  this  Confideration, 
and  then  Ihew  how  the  ProfefTions  of  the  Stoics 
make  any  thing  in  favour  of  his  pretended  De- 
monflration. 

2dfy9 1  am  now  to  prove  from  a  Principle,  which 
we  both  allow  to  be  truly  Stoical,  that  this  Seel: 
neither  did  nor  could  believe  a  future  State.  The 
Principle  is  this ;  that  the  Soul,  after  its  Departure 
from  the  Body,  was  to  be  refohed  into  the  divine 
Nature,  or  God.  This  I  conceive  to  be  deftruc- 
tive  of  all  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  The 
learned  Writer  confiders  it  in  a  very  different 
Light.  He  every  where  reprefents  it  as  a  State 
of  the  moft  ahfolute  and  perfect  Blifs;  gives  it 
as  the  efoteric  Doctrine,  or  only  Notion  of  future 
Happinefs  really  entertained  by  the  Ancient  Sages. 
If  then  we  fhew,  that  the  Senfe  he  puts  upon  the 
Principle  is  a  mere  Novel  Refinement,  unknown 
to  Antiquity,  there  is  an  End  of  him  and  his 
Argument. 

Let  us  attend  to  his  own  Words,  "  They  (the 
"  Philofophers)  taught  that  the  human  Soul  was 
"  congenial  with  the  Soul  of  the  World,  and  that 
"  the  Happinefs  of  it  after  Death  confifted  in  its 
"  Return  to  and  intimate  Union  with  the  divine 
"  Nature  or  God,  from  whom  it  was  derived : 
"  On  the  other  hand,  that  the  Mifery  of  it  con- 
*c  fifed  in  being  excluded  from  this  Union  with 
"  God,  &V.  &V.  All  agreed,  that  as  Happinefs 
"  confifted  in  the  Improvement  of  the  intelligent 
*6  or  rational  Soul  in  divine  Knowledge  and  Vir- 
<c  tue,  fo  in  the  future  State  the  Soul,  they  con- 
'."  ftantly  believed,  was  rendered  more  perfect  in 
*<  Knowledge  and  Virtue,  by  its  Union  and  Com- 
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ci  naunion  with  the  divine  Subftance  or  Deity. 
<c  This  was  a  rational  and  exalted  Notion  of  a 
"  future  State,  and  very  agreeable  to  the  Doctrine 
"  of  it  taught  by  Revelation.  This  was  the  efo- 
*'  teric  Doctrine  of  the  Philofophers  concerning  a 
"  future  State  d."  In  his  fecond  Piece  he  fays, 
"  that  the  Souls  of  the  Virtuous  were  to  be  united 
"  to  God  by  divine  Knowledge^  Faith  ^  and  Virtue ; 
"  were  to  have  Communion  with  him  ;  and  were  to 
*'  be  bleffed  with  the  beatific  Vifion  of  the  di- 
"  vine  Perfections."  p.  8.  Thus,  we  fee,  he  every 
where  gives  us  this  Refufion  as  a  State  of  the 
moil  perfect  and  complete  Happinefs.  He  talks 
much  of  Communion  with  God  ;  beatific  Vifion^  and 
fo  forth.  This  is  indeed  the  Language  of  our 
modern  My  (lies  ;  and  tru-  ingenious  Mr.  W.  Law 
has  retailed  a  Syftem  of  the  ranked  Spinozifm  un 
der  thefe  fine  Words  •,  but  the  following  Obferva- 
tions  will  perhaps  (hew  that  it  is  not  very  nearly 
allied  to  that  of  the  old  Stoics.  As  to  this  Refu 
fion,  firft,  It  was  not  fuppoied  to  be  peculiar  to 
the  human  Soul.  The  Stoics  held  that  their  infe 
rior  Gods  would  all  fhare  the  fame  Fate.  "  Chry- 
"  fippus  and  Cleanthes,  when  they  filled  the  Hea- 
"  vens,  the  Earth,  the  Air,  and  Sea  with  Gods, 
"  held  that  none  of  thefe  was  immortal  and  in- 
"  corruptible  but  Jupiter.  They  held  that  all  the 
6C  reft  were  to  be  abforbed  and  con  fumed  into  him. 
"  He  therefore  muft  deftroy  others,  which  implies 
*e  the  fame  Imperfection,  as  if  he  was  to  be  de- 
"  ftroyed  himfelf.  For  as  it  is  a  Mark  of  Imper- 
"  fection  to  perifh  by  being  diflblved  into  another 
*c  Being,  fo  it  is  an  Imperfection  for  a  Being  to 
<c  be  nourifhed  and  fupported  by  the  Diffolution 
"  of  others  into  it.  And  this  is  not,  like  many 

d  Tbe  Belief  of  a  future  State,  &c.  p.  72'. 
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"  other  Abfurdities  charged  upon  them,  a  mere 
"  Confluence  of  their  own  Principles,  but  a 
"  Doctrine  openly  proclaimed  and  aflerted  by 
<c  them,  in  their  Books  concerning  the  Gods, 
"  Providence,  Fate,  and  Nature ;  where  they 
"  fay  that  the  Gods  were  generated  and  will  be 
<c  deftroyed  by  Fire,  as  if  they  would  be  melted, 
"  like  Subftances  of  Wax  or  Lead6." 

Again  :  "  Chryfippus  in  his  fir  ft  Book  on  Provi- 
"  dence,  affirms,  That  Jupiter  will  increafe  and  be 
"  inlarged^  till  he  has  ab for  bed  all  things  into  him- 
"  felf.  For  fince  Death  confifts  in  the  Departure 
"  of  the  Soul  from  the  Body,  and  the  Soul  of  the 
16  World  never  does  depart,  but  is  augmented  cvn- 
"  tinually  till  every  thing  is  confumed  into  it  \  we 
"  cannot  fay  that  the  Soul  dies f." 

Here  we  fee  with  what  Purpofe  and  Defign  the 
Gods  and  other  Subftances  were  to  be  diflblved 
into  the  Anima  Mundi,  or  fupreme  God  of  this 
Sect.  It  was  only  in  order  to  nourifh  and  fupport 
it,  to  recruit  its  Lories,  and  to  prevent  it  from 
confuming  and  wafting  into  nothing. 

e  Plutarch  adver.  Stoicos,  p.  1075.  Ed.  Xy!.— 
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Antoninus  gives  much  the  fame  Account  of  this 
Refufion  ;  the  human  Soul  was  indeed  to  be 
changed  by  it  :  But  then  this  Change  was  purely 
phyficaL  It  was  not  wrought  with  any  moral 
Purpofe  and  Defign,  but  was  only  to  fupport  the 
Order  and  Harmony  of  the  Univerfe.  We  have 
already  feen  that  the  Gods  themfelves  were  to  be 
difiblved,  like  fo  many  Pieces  of  Way:  or  Lead,  in 
to  the  Anima  Mundi  for  this  very  Purpofe  ;  why 
therefore  might  not  the  human  Soul  ?  But  to 
come  to  Antoninus^  "  I  confift  (fays  he)  of  Form 
"  and  Matter,  or  of  Soul  and  Body.  As  nei- 
**  ther  of  thefe  Parts  was  made  out  of  nothing, 
"  fo  neither  of  them  will  be  annihilated  or  re- 
**  duced  to  nothing.  Every  Part  of  me  there- 
"  fore  will  by  a  Change  be  refolved  into  another, 
"  and  fo  on  in  infmtum  8." 

"  Confider  that  in  a  fhort  time  you  will  ceafe 
"  to  be;  all  things  which  fubfiil  now,  mud  be 
"  changed,  altered,  and  deftroyed,  that  they  may 
"  ferve  for  the  Production  of  others  h." 

Lib.  x.  §  i  ,  he  fpeaks  of  God  or  the  Univer- 
fal  Sod,  "  as  containing  all  things  that  are  diP- 
<c  folved  into  him,  in  order  that  others  of  the 
"  fame  kind  may  again  be  generated  out  of  him  i.>> 

He  tells  us  too  "  that  the  World  is  to  be 
"  perpetually  renewed  by  thefe  Revolutions  and 
"  Changes;  that  fome  Things  mull  die  that 
"  others  may  arife  out  of  them  k." 

TO  /L*U  ov 
ra 
-zt 
5. 


tnrou  frxv  fAS^oq  e(AOv  xctlix. 


OT»,   |M,ET»  croP^y,    a^«?  uJajxa  =0"*)' 
xai  Tgswiff9«i  xat  09e<pE<r0at  W£^t/«£v,  INA  ETEPA 
NHTAI.  1.  12.  21. 

1  L.  X.    i  .   UuvTtx,  'CT«^i?%ov1o?  [^.:a]xat 
ptva  EIS  TENESIN  ETEPttN  OMOIiiN. 

k  vii.  2C. 

As 


[   "4] 

As  to  the  Confequence  and  Effcdt  of  this 
Change  it  is  very  clearly  defcribed  by  him  in  an 
other  Place  *.  "  The  things  thus  changed  do 
46  not  receive  any  Prejudice  or  Hurt  by  it  •,  and 
"  as  to  thofe  which  are  produced  by  this  Change,, 
"  they  have  no  Benefit  or  Advantage  from  it." 
It  could  not  therefore  be  a  Tranflation  to  a 
State  of  Happinefs  or  Mifery  j  or  be  confiderM 
with  any  moral  View.  It  is  indeed  evident  that 
Souls  were  fent  into  the  Anima  Mundi,  barely 
to  furnifh  it  with  Materials  •,  purely  to  fupply 
what  might  be  wanting  for  the  Production  of 
new  Beings.  Plutarch  tells  us,  "  that  it  was 
"  to  be  ncurifned  and  fupported  by  the  DifTolu- 
"  tion  of  other  Beings  into  it,"  that  "  it  would 
"  augment  continually  till  .ill  things  wereconfumed 
"  into  it.5'  And  does  not  Antoninus  fay  the  fame  ? 
He  tells  us,  <fc  that  all  things  were  diflblved  into 
<c  God,  that  others  of  the  fame  Nature  might 
"  again  be  generated  out  of  him  m." 

Having  thus  explained  the  Nature  and  End, 
the  Purpofe  and  Defign  of  this  Re-union  of  the 
Soul  with  the  univerfal  Subftance  ;  J  may  fureiy 
prefume  fo  far  upon  the  Privilege  of  common 
Senfe  as  to  take  it  for  granted  that  this  Refufion 
will  no  longer  be  confidered  as  a  State  of  perfect 
and  complete  Happinefs.  Will  any  Man  pretend 
that  there  is  the  leail  Conformity  between  this  Re 
union  and  the  Scripture  Do&rine  of  future  Hap 
pinefs  ?  That  there  is  any  Trace  or  Footftep  of 


?  t^»raf*s"o»;  1.  iv.  42. 
m  Habent  aliquid  Stoici  dogmati  Pythagorico  affine,  quod 
ex  animarum  materid  quaji  cottflatd  6*  recottd  novas  procudi 
&  product  ftatuunt.  Verum  hac  ratione  non  magis  animae 
quam  corpori  immortalitatem  afferunt;  non  minus  animee 
quam  corpori  corruptkmm  &  mortalitaiem  adfcribunt.  Gataktr 
on  Antoninus  t  1.  iv.  §  21. 
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the  beatific  Viflon  ;  the  Communion  with  God ; 
which  the  learned  Mr.  Jackfon  pretends  to  difco- 
ver  in  it  ?  In  fhort,  will  any  one  but  himfelf  fay, 
that  "  this  was  a  rational  and  exalted  Notion  of  a 
"  future  State  ?" 

idly*  Who,  but  would  imagine  from  his  De.- 
fcription,  that  this  Refufion  was  conceived  to  be 
a  Privilege  peculiar  to  the  Righteous  and  Inno 
cent?  That  it  was  referved  for  them  only,  as  a  Re 
ward  for  their  Integrity  and  Virtue  ?  But  Antiquity 
gives  us  a  very  different  Account  of  this  Matter; 
it  tells  us,  that  this  Refufion  was  given  to  the  Souls 
of  the  Good  and  Bad  without  Diftinction.  Nume- 
nius,  fpeakingoffome  Stoics,  declares  "  that,  ac- 
"  cording  to  them,  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe 
"  would  be  eternal,  but  that  all  others  would 
"  upon  Death-be  blended  and  mixed  with  itn." 

"  Every  Body  (fays  Antoninus)  will  be  loft  and 
"  buried  in  the  univerfal  Subftance.  Every  Soul 
"  will  be  abforbed  and  funk  into  the  univerfal 
cc  Nature0,"  or  God.  Here  this  Refufion  is  given 
promifcuoufly  to  the  Souls  of  the  Good  and  fkd. 
This  lingle  Confideration  may  ferve  to  inform  us 
that  it  was  not  looked  on  as  a  State  of  Rewards 
and  Happinefs. — But  what  becomes  now  of  future 
Punifhments  ?  Mr.  Jackfon  makes  them  confift 
in  an  Exclufion  from  the  Union  with  the  divine 
Nature.  But  it  appears  that  the  old  Stoics  did  not 
hold  any  fuch  Exclufion  ;  that  they  admitted  the 
Souls  of  the  Good  and  Bad  indifferently  to  this 
Union;  and  therefore,  according  to  him,  they 
could  not  believe  any  future  Punifhments.  I  fhal] 
here  fpend  a  Word  or  two  more  on  another  Cir- 

"  Eufebius  Praepar.  Evang.  1.  xv.  c.  20.  Eno»  &  rw  pw  fyvxp 
ra  o*oy,  CH&IQV.  TAX  AE  AOinAS  XTMMirNr20Al  EOI  TR- 
AEYTH  EI2  EKE1NHN. 

0  riav  TO  evt»Xo>  tvoctpstvi^troci  Ta%ira  T-n  fuv  oXwv  acrja'  xa*  ^r«* 
TOV  TUV  o^uv  Aoy:v  T«^r«  «J(«^«^(oal'JTa».  l.Vli.  §  IO. 
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curnflance,  which  kerns  to  bear  hard  on  the  Opi 
nion  maintained  by  the  learned  Writer.  It  is  this ; 
the  Sou],  after  its  Separation  from  the  Body,  was 
immediately  to  return  to  the  divine  Nature.  AV 
menius  fays,  it  would  be  re-united  to  God  upc-n 
Death.  Antoninus  declares,  "  it  would  be  re  fumed 
"  into  the  univerfal  Nature  T^I?*,  or  immediate- 
"  ly."  I  take  this  to  be  a  confiderable  Objection 
to  the  Hypothefis  I  arn  here  examining.  For,  if 
the  Refuiion  was  immediate  upon  the  Separation 
of  Soul  and  Body  ;  what  Room  or  Poflibility,  ac 
cording  to  Mr.  Jack/on,  for  future  Punifliments  ? 

It  may  be  faid,  that,  to  compliment  their  wife 
Man,  they  taught  that  his  Soul  would  hold  out 
till  the  general  Conflagration.  tc  By  this,  fays  Mr. 
"  Warburtony  we  fliall  fee  they  meant  juft  nothing 
"  when  we  come  to  fpeak  of  their  Opinion  con- 
"  cerning  the  Nature  and  Duplicity  of  the  Soul  P." 
But,  not  to  infift  on  this,   this  very   Objection 
would  be  no  light  Confirmation  of  the  Notion  I  am 
here  eftablifhing.  The  Stoics  taught  that  the  Soul 
of  their  wife  Man  was  to  fubfift  till  the  general 
Conflagration.     But  then  it  was  not  to  rejoin  the 
divine  Nature  till  this  Period  ;  it  was  in  the  mean 
time  to  exift  frparate  and  diftinct  from  it.    Now 
this  will  of  itfelf  overthrow  every  thing  which 
the  learned  Gentleman  has  advanced  on  this  Point. 
For,  had  this  Refufion  been  confidered  as  a  State 
of  the  higheft  Perfection,  would  the  Stoics  have 
excluded  their  wife  Man  from  it  till  the  End  of 
the  World;  while  the  Bulk  of  Mankind  were  ad 
mitted  to  it,  immediately  upon  the  DifTolution 
of  the  Body  ?    Had  the  Exclufion  from  it  been 
confidered  as  a  State  of  Punifhment,  would  they 
have  fentenced  and  condemned  their  wife  Man  to 
it  for  fo  long  a  Period  ? 
P  Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  third  Edition,  p.  391. 
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But  thirdly,  we  meet  with  very  plain  and  open 
Defcriptions  of  the  State  and  Condition  of  the 
Soul  after  its  Return  to  God.  But  to  what  do 
they  amount  ?  Why,  to  no  very  high  Degree  of 
Happinefs  and  Perfection :  All  the  Advantage 
they  give  the  Soul,  is,  that  it  fhould  be  exempt 
from  Pain  and  Mifery  •,  and  it  was  to  be  exempt 
from  Pain  and  Mifery,  only  becaufc  it  was  de 
prived  of  Perception,  and  had  loft  its  feparate  and 
diftincT:  Exiftence. 

The  Stoics*  I  fay,  did  not  confider  this  Re 
union,  as  a  State  of  perfect  and  complete  Hap 
pinefs.  And  this  may  appear  from  the  cold  and 
Jifelefs  Manner,  in  which  they  deliver  themfelves 
on  this  Head.  Reverti  eo  unde  veneris,  quid 
grave  eft^? 

Epiftetus*  fpeaking  of  Death,  fays,  "  But  whi- 
<c  ther  do  you  go  ?  No  where  to  your  Hurt ;  you 
<c  return  from  whence  you  came,  to  a  friendly 
"  Corifociation  with  your  kindred  Elements ;  what 
"  there  was  of  the  Nature  of  Fire  in  your  Compo- 
"  fition,  returns  to  the  Element  of  Fire  -,  what 
46  there  was  of  Earth,  to  Earth  •,  what  of  Air,  to 
"  Air  ;  and  Water,  to  Water.  There  is  neither 
*c  Hel^  Acheron,  Cocytus,  or  Pyriphkgethon  r." 
Magnus  animus  Deo  pareat,  &quicquid  Lex  Uni- 
verfi  jubet,  fine  cunclatione  patiatur.  Aut  in  melio- 
rem  emittitur  vitam,  lucid ius  tranquil liufque  inter 
divina  manfurus,aut  certe^fineiillofuturusjncommo- 
do*  naturae fuae  remiicebitur  &  revertetur  in  totum5. 

In  the  two  firfl  Paflages  the  Notion  of  this  Re- 
fufion,  is,  we  fee,  Hated  in  a  very  different  Light, 
from  that  in  which  it  is  reprefented  by  the  learned 
Gentleman,  whofe  Sentiments  I  am  here  confider- 

1  Seneca  de  Tranquillitate,  c.  xi. 
r  Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  392. 
•  Seneca,  Ep.  72. 

ing. 
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ing.  All  that  can  be  collected  from  them,  is,  that 
the  Soul,  after  its  Refufion,  will  not  be  attended 
with  any  painful  and  uneafy  Oircumftance ;  that 
it  will  not  be  fubject  to  any  actual  and  real  Mi- 
fery  :  The  very  Language  which  they  ufe,  when 
they  defcribe  Death  as  a  State  of  Extinction  and 
Non-exiftence  l.  But  that  it  will  enjoy  the  lead 
Degree  of  pofitive  and  real  Happinefs,  is  more 
than  can  be  deduced  from  thefe  PalTages. 

The  third  Citation  feems  to  fpeak  more  fully 
to  our  Purpofe  :  "  The  Soul,  after  its  Separation 
"  from  the  Body,  will  either  be  exalted  to  a  State 
*c  of  Happinefs  ;  or,  without  any  troublefome 
"  Circumftance  attending  it,, will  rejoin  theSub- 
44  fiance,  from  which  it  was  originally  taken." 
This  Re- union  could  not  be  confidered  as  a  State 
of  pofitive  and  real  Happinefs,  becaufe  it  is  clear 
ly  and  directly  oppofed  to  fuch  a  State. 

It  was  indeed  a  common  Saying,  "  The  Soul 
44  after  Death  will  either  be  happy,  or  not  be  at 
"  all."  Morsnosautconfumit,  aut  emittit.  Emif- 
fis  meiiora  reftant.  And  is  not  the  PafTage  I  am 
here  examining  of  the  very  fame  Nature  ?  and  if 
it  be  of  the  fame  Nature,  muft  not  the  Refufion 
here  mentioned  anfwer  to  that  Part  in  the  other 
Paffage v,  in  which  the  Soul  is  faid  to  be  no  more  ? 

But  what  was  to  be  the  State  and  Condition  of 
the  Soul  after  its  Refolution  into  the  divine  Being  ? 
Why,  he  fays,  fine  ullo  fiuurus  eft  Incommodo. 
The  very  Defcription,  which  he  gives  of  Death, 
when  he  confiders  it  as  a  State  of  mere  Extinction. 
*  Mors  nullum  habet  Incommodum.  EfTe  enim  de- 
bet  aliquid,  cujus  fit  Incommodum.  To  tell  us 
then  that  this  Refufion  was  confidered  as  a  State  of 

*  Mors  nullum  habet  incommodum,  efle  enim  debet  aliquid, 
cujus  (it  incommodumt     Seneca- 

*  Seneca.  *  Seneca,  Ep.  34. 
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abiblute  and  perfect  Happinefs,  is  in  Effect  to  tell 
'us  that  the  Ancients  knew  nothing  of  their  own 
Doctrine  ;  for  they  are  fo  far  from  reprefenting  it  in 
this  Light,  that  they  in  direct  and  exprefs  Terms 
oppofe  it  to  this  very  State. 

4/#/y,  All  then  the  Soul  could  gain  by  this  Re- 
fufion,  was  that  it  would  be  exempt  from  Pain  and 
Mifery  :  And  this  only  becaufe  it  was  deprived  of 
Perception,  by  its  retaining  no  longer  a  feparate 
and  diftinct  Exiftence.  The  following  Paflages 
will  not  fuffer  us  to  doubt,  but  this  was  the  very 
Cafe.  Quod  fi  tanta  cupiditas  longioris  aevi  te  te 
net,  cogita  nfhil  eorum,  qua^  ab  oculis  abeunt,  & 
in  rerum  naturam,  ex  qua  prodierunt&  mox 
ceflura  funt,  recohduntur,  confumi  ;  definunt  i 
non  pereunt.  Et  mors,  quam  pertimefcimus  &  re- 
cufamus,  intermit  tit  vitam,  non  eripit.  Veniet  ite- 
rum  qui  nos  in  lucem  reponet  dies,  quern  rnulti 
recufarent,  nifi  oblitos  reduceret.  It  is  evident  that 
he  here  fpeaks  of  the  State  and  Condition  of  Men, 
after  they  rejoin  and  are  relblved  into  the  univer- 
fal  Nature.  And  his  Defcription  may  fuffice  to 
fhew,  that,  in  the  Opinion  of  the  old  Stoics,  they 
were  now  deprived  of  all  Perception,  that  they 
were  fuppofed  to  lofe  their  peculiar  and  diftincl: 
Exiftence.  Definunt  ifta,  non  pereunt.  Mors  in- 
termittit  vitam,  non  eripit. 

They  were  to  rife  again  after  the  general  Re- 
iteration  ;  but  in  the  mean  time,  Life  and  all  the 
Faculties  of  it  were  to  be  intirely  fufpended.  An 
toninus  ^  fpeaking  of  Men  departed  out  of  this 
Life,  fays,  "  they  will  be  no  more  fora  very  long 
44  Period  V3  They  were  to  be  no  more  till  the 
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general  Renovation.  Muft  they  not  therefore  till 
then  be  fuppofed  to  be  deprived  of  all  Senfe  and 
diftincl:  Exiftence  ? 

In  another  Place  %  fpeaking  on  a  certain  Suppo- 
fition,  he  delares  "  that  the  Souls  of  the  Dead, 
"  after  they  had  remained  for  ibme  time  in  the 
"  Air,  would  be  abforbed  by  the  divine  Subftance, 
44  and  there  be  changed,  melted,  and  burnt  "  Plu 
tarch  applies  thefe  very  Expreffions  to  the  inferior 
Gods  ;  but  then  he  evidently  fuppofes,  as  will  be 
fliewn  hereafter,  that  their  feparate  and  diftincl: 
Exigences  would  be  quite  funk  and  loft  by  the 
Refolution  here  mentioned.  This  will  be  proved 
on  the  Authority  of  Cudwortb  j  but  it  is  indeed 
plain  from  the  very  Words  of  Plutarch,  who 
fays,  "  that  the  feveral  Beings,  which  return 
*fc  to  the  univerfal  Sou),  were  to  be  melted  and 
'  '  djjjbhed  into  /'/,  like  fo  many  Subftances  of  Wax 
"  and  Lead." 

Cleanthes  himfelf,  as  we  are  informed  by  Sto- 
btsus  a,  faid  "  that  all  things  were  made  out  of 
"  one,  and  would  be  again  refolved  into  one." 
But  if  all  things  were  to  become  one,  what  room 
for  feparate  Perception,  or  diftincl:  Exigence  ?  That 
the  Soul  was  to  be  thus  changed  and  refolved  with 
the  reft,  will  not  be  denied.  "  You  have  as  yet 
41  exifted  as  a  Part  (or  have  had  a  particular  Sub- 
"  fiftence)  you  will  afterwards  be  abforbed  and  loft 
**  in  the  Subftance,  which  produced  you  ;  or  you 
"  will  be  relumed  into  the  divine  Nature,  or  the 
"  fpermatic  Reafons."  The  Soul  was  no  longer 
to  fubfift  as  a  Part,  or  to  retain  a  diftincl:  Ex- 
iftence,  becaufe  it  would  be  relumed  into  the  uni- 
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x'erfal  Nature.     Is  not  the  Refufion  here  plainly 
oppofed  to  a  feparate  and  diftincl:  Exiftence  b  ? 

So  much  for  this  Refujion.  What  muft  we  think 
now  of  the  Doctrine  that  lyould  obtrude  it  upon 
us  as  a  State  of  abfolute  and  perfect  Happinefs  ? 
•  What  Appearance,  Jet  me  once  more  afk,  that 
the  Souls  of  good  Men  were  to  be  united-  to  the 
Anima  Mundi^  by  divine  Knowledge,  Faith,  and 
Virtue  ?  What  Mark  or  Trace  of  the  beatific  Vi- 
fion  ?  We  have  (hewn  that  the  End  and  Purpofe 
of  this  Refufion  was  merely  phyfical  ;  that  it  was 
defigned  only  to  repair  the  LoiTes  and  Decays  of 
the  univerfai  Soul  -,  that  Gods,  Men,  and  all 
other  Subftances  were  to  be  refolved  into  it  with 
this  only  View.  Befides,  this  Refufion  was  given 
to  the  Souls  of  the  Good  and  Bad  without  Di- 
ftindtion.  It  was  clearly  and  directly  oppofed  to 
a  State  of  future  Happinefs  ;  it  was  defcribed  fo 
as  plainly  to  exclude  all  perfonal  and  diftino: 
Exiftence. 

Strange  and  extravagant  as  this  Notion  may  ap 
pear  to  Mr.  Jackfon,  it  is  confirmed  by  Writers, 
whole  Rank  and  Diftindlion  in  the  learned  World 
may  at  lead  ferve  to  fkreen  them  from  his  In- 
fults  and  Contempt.  The  learned  Cud-worth  fpeaks 
of  this  Refufion,  as  deftroying  the  perfonal  and 
diftincl:  Exiftence  of  thofe  Beings,  who  were  fup- 
pofedto  rejoin  the  univerfal  Nature.  "  The  Stoical 
"  Pagans  maintained,  that  all  their  other  Gods, 
<c  fave  Jupiter  alone,  were  not  only  rtyovorss,  bun 
cc  alfo  ft$a£«(rdi4$4f£  fuch  as  mould  be  as  v/ell  cor- 
**  rupted  as  they  were  generated,  and  this  fo  alfo,  as 
"  that  their  very  Perjonalities  ftiould  be  utterly  abv~ 
"  li/hed  and  annihilated:  All  the  Stoical  Gods 

b  ENTDESTHZ,  HS  MEPOS'  ENA^>ANIS0HSH  Til  TEN- 
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"  in  the  Conflagration  being  as  it  were  melted  and 
*'  confounded  into  one". ,"  Even  the  Gods  them- 
ielves  were  to  lofe  their  feparate  and  diftincl  Ex- 
iftence,  after  their  Return  to  the  univerfal  Soul ; 
they  were  to  be  melted  down  into  it ;  the  very 
Phrafe  applied  by  Antoninus  to  the  human  Soul. 

Acceffere  ad  cundem  de  refufione  animarum  er- 
rorem  etiam  Stoici,  quatenus  exiftimantesanimari 
rnundum  fuo  illo  igne,  quern  dixerunt  Jovem, 
cenfuerunt  noftras  animas  particulas  ex  illo  dedu- 
clas,  &  in  eundem  cito  tardeve  reduci,  aut  redu- 
cendas  certe  efTe  in  generali  conflagratione,  qua  in 
unum  Jcvcm  unto  erf  a  reconflabunturc. 

The  learned  Le  Clerc,  who  was  far  from  being 
prejudiced  in  Favour  of  the  Argument  I  am  here 
maintaining,  fpeaks  fully  to  our  Purpofe.  He 
would  vindicate  Euripides  from  the  Charge  of 
holding  the  Soul  to  be  mortal :  He  owns  that  his 
Author  did  affert  the  Re-union  of  the  Soul  ;  but 
then  he  infills  that  this  Re-union,  according  to 
fome  Philofophers,  did  not  deftroy  its  perfonal 
Existence.  However,  with  regard  to  the  Stoics^ 
he  very  frankly  and  readily  acknowledges  that  it 
did  deftroy  it  d. 

Dr.  Burnetj  the  learned  Mafter  of  the  Charter- 
Jooufe^  charges  the  Stoics  home  with  this  Sentiment: 
He  indeed,  and  rightly,  extends  the  fame  Charge 
to  ether  Seds ;  declares  that  in  their  Syftems  all 
things  were  confidered  as  fo  many  feveral  Emana- 

b  Intelleflual  Syftem,  firft  Edition,  p.  425. 

c  Gafiendi  Animadverfiones  in  decimum  Jibrum  Diogenis 
Laertii,  p.  551. 

rf  Quoi  qu'il  en  foit,  dire  que  les  ames  vont  dans  Tether,  ou, 
fi  Ton  veut,  a  Dieu,  ne  iignifie  pas  qu'elles  perdent  leur  Ex 
igence  feparee,  comme  une  goutte  d'Eau  fa  pert  dans  1'ocean, 
lors  qu'elle  y  eft  jettee  ;  Sc  rien  ne  nous  oblige  de  croire  qu' 
Euripede  a  ete  precifement  dans  les  me  me  3  Idees,  que  les  Stoiciens 
out  fuivies  depuis.  Bibliothequs  Choife,  vol  vi  p.  247. 

dons 
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tions  From  the  Deity  ;  from  whom  they  were  fup- 
pofed  to  be  taken,  and  into  whom  they  were  again 
to  be  refolved  ;  but,  as  he  ftrongly  expreffes  it, 
fine  omni  diftincJione  individuorum e. 

It  is  with  fingular  Pleafure  that  I  find  this  No 
tion  of  the  Refufion  confirmed  by  the  worthy  and 
learned  Mr.  Jortin^  in  his  judicious  Difcourfes 
concerning  the  Truth  of  the  Chriftian  Religion, 
"  Some,  who  in  Words  acknowledge  the  Im- 
*'  mortality  of  the  Soul,  feem  in  Reality  to  have 
"  taken  it  away,  by  imagining  that  the  Soul  was 
"  a  Part  of  the  Soul  of  the  World,  of  the  Deity, 
"  and  that,  upon  its  Separation  from  the  Body,  it 
"  was  re-united  to  it.*'  p.  247.  He  mentions  the 
Refufion  as  definitive  of  a  future  State  :  And 
this  is  all  I  quote  him  for. 

I  have,  I  hope,  by  this  time  fufficiently  made 
good  the  Point  I  undertook  to  prove :  Mr.  Jackfon 
lays  it  down  as  an  unqueftioned  Truth  (and  in 
this  I  entirely  agree  with  him)  that  the  Souls  of 
good  Men  were  to  be  refolved  into  the  divine 
Nature.  The  Merits  of  the  Difpute  between  us 
lie  therefore  within  a  narrow  Compafs ;  the  Souls 
of  good  Men  muil  be  rewarded  in  and  by  this 
Refufion,  or  they  cannot  be  rewarded  at  all.  I 
have  (hewn  that  the  Stoics  (and  my  Argument  is 
confined  to  them)  did  not  confider  this  as  a  State 
of  Retribution  and  Reward.  I  have  therefore,  fo 
far  as  t  am  now  concerned,  effectually  confuted  his 
Hypothefis. 

And  here  it  is  remarkable,  that  this  Notion  is 
deftructive  of  future  Punifhments,  in  the  very 
Senfe,  in  which  Mr.  Jackfon  contends  for  them. 

e  Arckeeol.  Phil.  vii.  fpeaking  of  things  before  their  Ap 
pearance  in  this  World,  and  after  their  Departure  out  of  it,  he 
fays,  vabebant  Jemper  fuum  modum  fuhfiitendi  in  diviru  natura, 
licet  fine  omni  diftinftone  individuorum. 

I  2  He 


[    124] 

He  makes  them  ccnftft  in  an  Exclufion  of  the 
Wicked  from  the  divine  Nature.  But  we  have 
ihewn,  that  the  old  6" /<?/>*  did,  in  Reality,  fuppofe 
no  fuch  Exclufion,  but  that  the  Souls  of  the  Good, 
and  Bad  were  to  be  admitted  indifferently  to  this 
Refufion  f. 

CHAP. 

f  And  what  Reply  does  Mr.  J.  make  to  this  in  his  late 
Defence  ?  Why,  he  roundly  affirms  that  he  never  men 
tioned  the  Refufion  in  this  Senfe }  that  he  never  (up poled  it 
Was  confidered  as  a  State  of  Happinefs.  This  Denial  looks 
well.  It  looks  as  if  he  was  afhamed  :  Not  indeed  of  him- 
felf,  which  perhaps  by  this  time  one  might  expeft  ;  however 
of  his  favourite  Hypothefis.  And  it  was  high  time,  unlefs, 
in  Excefs  of  Chanty,  he  was  refolved  to  Hick  by  that  which 
every  body  elfc  was  about  to  abandon. 

P.  71,  72,  73,  of  his  former  Pamphlet,  he  tells  us,  that  the 
Soul  was  to  return  to  God;  that  this  Return  was  not  fup- 
pofed  to  deftroy  its  perfonal  and  diftincl:  Exigence.  He 
has  employed  much  Pains  and  Re  foning  in  Support  of  this 
la  ft  Pofition  ;  and  this  in  order  to  fhew  that  the  Author  of 
the  D.  L.  had  not  fairly  reprefented  the  general  Sentiment 
of  Antiquity  on  this  head.  But  what  had  Mr.  Warburtwi 
advanced  on  this  Point?  Why,  that  the  Refufion  of  the  Soul 
was  fuppofed-to  deftroy  its  feparate  and  diftincl  Exiftence.  If 
therefore  Mr.  J .  was  not  endeavouring  to  mew  ttat  this  Refu 
fion  was  confident  with  a  State  of  feparate  and  diilincl  Per- 
ception,  he  was  ail  the  time  fighting  without  an  Adverfliry^ 
he  was  only  encountering  a  Chimera,  and  yet  he  now  boails 
of  a  Viclcry  mifreprefented. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  the  Philofophers  often  mention  a 
State  of  future  Happinefs  in  Heaven.  And  our  Author  affures 
us  he  was  only  labouring  to  prove,  that  this  was  a  State  of  fe 
parate  and  diltinft  Exigence.  But  againft  whom  was  he  la 
bouring  to  prove  this  r  his  Adverfary  mentions  this  very  State ; 
allows  that  it  was  reprefented  as  a  State  of  feparate  and  pecu 
liar  Subfiilence,  as  much  as  that  of  Tartarus  or  Elyfium  itfelf, 
D.  L.  vol.  i.  p.  410,  1 1. 

In  his  firft  Piece  (p.  71.)  when  he  fpeaks  of  the  Return  of 
the  Soul  to. God,  he  mentions  this  as  a  private  and  hidden 
D'ofirine.  Now  if  he  was  defcribing  a  private  and  hidden  Do- 
tlrine,  he  mult  have  been  all  the  time  defcribing  the  Refu- 
fion ;  for  as  to  the  State  of  Happinefs  in  Heaven,  it  has  been 
fhewn  that  this  was  a  public  and  open  Notion. 

But 
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CHAP.     VI. 

Some  Remarks  on  the  Paffages  alledged  by  Mr. 
Jackfon  to  prove  that  the  Philojophers  be 
lieved  a  future  State. 

TH  E  Point  afTerted  by  our  Author,  is,  that 
the  Phitofophers  were  fixed  and  ft  eddy  in 
the  Profdlion  of  this  Dodtrine  ;    that  they  did 

con- 

But  what  will  not  this  great  Scholar  fay,  unfay,  and  fay- 
again  ?  and  all  to  preferve  an  imaginary  Name  in  Letters 
which  he  never  had.  In  the  mean  time  what  a  fine  Talk  has 
the  Anfwerer  of  one  of  thefe  Men  ?  They  will  affirm  any 
thing  :  They  are  eafily  confuted.  They  will  deny  they  had 
affirmed:  They  are  confuted  again.  Then  they  begin  to  dif- 
tinguijb  :  And  by  that  time  the  Matter  is  half  over,  the  Rea 
der,  as  may  be  well  expected,  grows  weary  of  the  Contro- 
verfy.  So  that  was  it  not  that  they  fometimes,  as  here,  afford 
Occafion  for  new  Openings  into  Truth,  one  would  no  more 
purfue  an  Anfwerer  by  Profejfion  for  the  Sake  of  the  Victory, 
than  one  would  hunt  a  Fox  for  his  Carcafe. 

But  I  have  not,  as  I  fay,  been  all  this  time  amufmg  myfelf 
and  Reader  with  a  mere  Argument  ad  hominempertinacern,  my 
Reafoning,  if  I  miftake  not,  is  plainly  deciiive  of  the  Point 
in  Queftion.  I  have  fhewn,  that,  according  to  the  general 
Syilem  of  the  Stoics •,  the  Soul  was  to  be  refolved  into  the  Ani- 
ma  mundiy  or  divine  Subflance,  immediately  upon  its  DiiTolu- 
tion  from  the  Body ;  and  if  fo,  there  could  be  no  room  for 
the  Belief  of  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments,  fince  Mr.  ^r. 
himfelf  allows,  that  this  Refufion  was  confidered  as  a  State  of 
mere  Infenfibility. 

And  here  let  me  alk  this  very  learned  Man,  why  he  took 
no  Notice  of  the  Teilimonies,  which  were  alledged  to  prove 
that  this  Refufion  was  to  be  immediate  upon  the  Separation  of 
the  Soul  and  Body.  For  thefe,  as  little  as  he  may  think  him 
felf  concerned  in  them,  will  intirely  clear  up  the  Point  againft 
him.  Numenius  then,  fpeaking  of  fome  Stoics  t  declares,  "  that, 
"  according  to  them,  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe  would  be  im- 
"  mortal,  but  that  all  others  would  upon  Death  be  blended  and 

*•'  mixed  with  it.5' •«»  Every  Body,  fays  Antoninus,  will 
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conjlantly  and  invariably  declare  for  it.  "  One 
"  may  (fays  he)  as  reafonably  doubt  whether 
"  any  Cbriftians  ever  did  or  do  believe  a  future 

"  State, 

"  be  loft  and  buried  in  the  univerfal  Subitance;  every  Soul 
"  will  be  immediately  abforbed  and  funk  into  the  univerfal  Na- 
"  ture,"  or  God.  In  another  Place  he  fays,  "  Alexander  and 
"  his  Slave  would  upon  Death  be  reduced  to  the  very  fame 
"  State  5  for  that  they  would  either  be  refumed  into  the  univer- 
"  fal  Subftance  (or  God)  or  fcattercd  and  difperfed  into  mere 
"  Atoms."  Atefyctvogof  o  Mctxtaur,  KCH  o  opt ox.Q(.m  avm  K9ro9aroy7i( 
etc  T'XVTO  xofierricrzv'  TJTCI  yap  &n$hl<ren  «?  T«?  ay-raj  r«  xoy-fAts 
o~7rt£[*a.TLZX(;  /•,o>yg'  ft  c.ie<7x.ioxovriffctv  ofjwiMq  «?  ra?  aromas,  1.  VI. 
24  And  Seneca,  fpeaking  of  Death,  fays,  Vade  fortiter,  vade 
feliciter. — Nee  rcgaveris,  nee  timueris,  nee  te  velut  in  aliquod 
malum  exiturum  tuleris  retro.  Rerum  natura  qitts  te genuit  ex- 
fefiat,  ec  locus  melior  ac  tutior.  Nat.Qu&f.  vi.  32.  Rerum 
natura  quxj  te  genuit  expefiat.  There  cannot,  I  think,  be  a 
clearer  Proof  that  the  Soul,  upon  the  Diflb'udon  of  the  Body, 
was  immediately  to  be  refumed  into  the  univerfal  Nature,  or 
God.  Seneca  declares  the  fame  in  another  Pa fl'age. already 
quoted.  Cogita  nihi!  eorum,  qus  ab  oculls  abeunt,  £5  in  rerum 
naturam,  ex  qua  prodierunt,  &  mox  proceflura  funt,  recondun- 
tur>  confumij  definunt  ifb,  non  pereunt.  Et  mors,  quam  per- 
timefcimus  &  recufamus,  intermittit  vitam,  non  eripit.  Ve- 
^iet,  qui  iterum  nos  in  lucem  reponet  dies.  Ep.  64.  How  could 
Life  be  fufpended  and  interrupted  upon  Death,  by  Means  of 
the  Refufion,  unlefs  the  Refufion  be  fuppofed  to  be  imme 
diate  ?  Epifietus  too,  in  one  of  the  Paffages  already  cited  from 
him,  fays,  "  that  at  Death  the  Materials  of  which  Men  are 
*'  conftpofcd,  will  be  refolved  again  into  the  Subilar.ce  from 
"  which  they  were  originally  t:.ken,"  Arrian,  iv.  7.  And  the 
fame  Writer  in  another  Place  declares  "  That  the  fiery  Sub- 
•*  nance  or  the  Sou),  would,  upon  the  DifTolution  of  the  Body, 
'*  be  refumed  by  the  univerfal  Nature,  or  God." 

Now  to  apply  iheie  Teftimonies  diredly  to  our  prefent  Pur- 
pofe.  It  is  agreed  on  both  Sides  that  the  Stoics  held  the  Refu- 
in-m  of  the  human  Soul^  It  is  allowed,  even  by  Mr.  J .  himfelf, 
that  this  Refufion  was  fuppofed  lodeitroy  its  perfonal  anddiftinft 
Exiiience  And  the  Paflages  juli  recited  prove  that  this  Refu 
fion  was  to  be  made  upon  the  Separation  of  the  Soul  and  Body, 
Here  then  is  a  plain  Proof,  even  upon  the  Gentleman's  own 
Principles,  that  the  Soul  was  to  lofe  its  feparate  and  diftinc^ 
]:.\;itence  at  Death. 

Let's 
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cc  State,  as  whether  the  PhiJofophers  amongft 
tc  the  Heathens  did  believe  it."  p  99.  And  how 
does  he  prove  it  ?  Why,  he  brings  fevcral  Paf- 

fages 

r  Let's  now  fee  what  the  learned  Writer  has  advanced  to  (hew, 
that  the  Stoics  believed  a  future  Stare:  And  here  he  tells  us, 
that  the  Interval  between  Death  and  the  general  Renovation 
was  confidered  as  a  State  of  Happinefs  and  Milery.  That  it 
was  often  reprefented  in  this  Light  will  be  readily  allowed. 
But  then  the  PaiTages  juft  cited,  as  well  as  thofe  produced  in 
the  firft  Chapter,  plainly  mew  that  it  was  often  veprefented  as 
a  State  of  mere  Infeniibility.  Here  then  are  two  very  oppo- 
fite  and  contrary  Accounts  of  a  future  State 

Now  the  learned  Gentleman  himfelf  allows  that  the  Stoics 
had  a  twofold  Method  of  teaching  on  this  very  Subject.  THe 
only  Queilion  then  is,  which  was  the  public  and  exoteric, 
which  the  private  and  efoteric  Notion.  And  luckily  Mr.  y, 
himfelf  has  determined  this  Point  for  us.  As  for  the  public 
Notion,  he  fays  it  was  contrived  to  inculcate  the  Doctrine  of 
another  Life  in  the  moft  fenfible  and  grofs  Manner  ;  but  the 
Refufion  was  fuppofed  to  take  away  all  peculiar  and  diitincl 
Perception  ;  and,  what  is  more,  the  learned  Gentleman  him 
felf  allows  that  it  was  fuppofed  to  do  this.  This  therefore, 
according  to  his  own  Reafoning,  muil  have  been  the  private 
Doctrine. 

Again  ;  the  learned  Writer  fays,  that  the  Soul,  according 
to  the  Stoics,  was  to  return  to  God  ;  that  this  Return  was 
fuppofed  to  conilitute  the  Happinefs  of  good  Men  in  another 
Life:  However  that  this  Notion  was  not  to  be  imparted  to  the 
People,  as  being  quite  unfit  and  improper  for  their  Know 
ledge.  Now  if  this  Return  to  God,  which  was  really  and 
actually  faid  to  be  a  State  of  Happinefs,  could  not  be  lafely 
imparted  to  the  People  ;  much  lefs  could  the  Refufion,  which, 
on  Mr.  Jackfons  own  Principles,  was  confidered  as  a  State  of 
mere  Inienfibility.  We  may  then  conclude,  even  according 
to  his  own  Reafoning,  that  the  Refufion  mutt  be  ranged 
amongft  the  private  and  hidden  Notions. 

Upon  the  whole,  the  real  Fact  with  Regard  to  the  old 
Stoics,  was  this:  They  fometimes  fpeak  of  the  Interval  (or 
part  of  it)  between  Death  and  the  general  Conflagration  as  a 
State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments.  .But  then  it  muft  not  be 
differnbled,  that  they  often  fpeak  of  it  as  a  State,  in  which 
the  Soul  was  to  be  deprived  of  all  Perception.  It  plainly  ap 
pears  too,  even  upon  the  Gentleman's  own  Principles,  that 

J  4  this 
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Cages  from  the  Ancients,  in  which,  according  to 
Jiis  Interpretation,  they  declare  for  another  Life. 
This,  I  preiume,  lie  calls  his  Demonft ration.  In 

the 

this  laft  was  the  private  and  efoteric  Notion  ;  and  after  this  I 
need  not  furely  go  about  to  prove  that  this  was  the  only  Dor 
clrine  of  a  future  State  really  entertained  and  believed  by  the 
Philofophers  themfelves.  But  a  Word  or  two  more  on  this 
Part  of  the  Argument. 

"  The  Stoics  called  Death  a  Separation  of  the  Soul  (whkh 
they  thought  to  be  of  a  fiery  Nature)  from  the  Body  ;  and 
taught  that,  after  that,  the  Soul  returned  to  its  congenial 
Element,  and  continued  happy  or  miferable  for  certain  Pe 
riods  of  Time,  or  till  its  Diflblution  at  the  general  Confla 
gration  and  Refufion  into  the  fupreme  Soul  of  the  Uni- 
verfe."  Mr.  J.  Defence,  p.  62.  The  thing  affirmed  here 
is,  that  the  Interval  between  Death  and  the  general  Reno 
vation,  was  confider'd  as  a  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifti- 
inerits.  I  muft  firit  take  Notice  that  this  flatly  contradicts  the 
feveral  Paflages,  in  which  the  Stoics  reprefent  Death  as  the 
very  End  and  -Extinction  of  our  Being ;  but  what  I  would 
chiefly  obferve  here,  is,  that  it  is  ftrangely  inconfiftent  with 
the  Teftinionies  alledged  by  our  Author  himfelf  on  this  very 
Point.  "  Cleantbes  taught,  that  the  Souls  of  all  Men  continued 
"  (after  Death)  till  the  Conflagration.  But  Cbryjfypus  faid, 
"  that  the  Souls  of  wife  Men  (or  throes)  only  continued  fo 
"  long."  If  Diogenes  Laertius  be  right  in  this  laft  Account ; 
if  the  Souls  of  throes  only  were  to  fubfift  till  this  general  Con 
flagration  ;  how  will  our  Author  be  able  to  prove  that  the 
Souls  t&allMtn  were  to  continue  for  this  Period  ?  if  he  can 
make  good  this  ''Point  againft  me,  muft  he  not  make  it  good 
againft  Diogenes  Laertius  at  the  fame  time  too  ?  And  is  he,  as 
1  before  afked,  fo  defperately  enamoured  and  fond  of  Contro- 
verfy,  that,  rather  than  fpare  his  Adverfary,  he  will  even 
anfwer  and  confute  himfelf?  In  his  firft  Pamphlet  (p.  98)  he 
urges  rhe  TeJairnony  of  Arius  Didymus,  who  fays,  "  that  the 
*'  Souls  of  good  Men  were  to  exiit  till  the  Conflagration  and 
"  Diflblution  of  the  Univerie  ;  but  thofe  of  the  wicked  to  con- 
"  tinue  only  to  a  certain  Period."  And  here  too  is  not  his 
own  Evidence  clear  and  exprefs  againft  him  ?  For,  with  Re 
gard  to  the  Souls  of  the  wicked,  what  can  one  collecl:,  even 
from  his  own  Tranflation,  more  than  that  they  were  not  to 
fubfiil  till  the  general  Conflagration  ? 

But. 
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the  following  Sheets  I  propofe  to  confider  and 
examine  it  -,  and  if  I  fhould  fay  I  will  undertake 
intirely  to  confute  and  overthrow  it,  I  fhall 

hardly 

2.  But  not  to  infift  on  his  feveral  Contradictions,  the  very 
Argument,  which  he  brings  to  prove  that  the  Stoics  believed 
a  future  State,  proves  juft  the  contrary.  He  tells  his  Reader, 
that  the  Soul,  on  their  Principles,  was  to  return  after  Death 
to  its  congenial  Element ;  and  let  me  tell  him  that  this  Return 
was  looked  upon  by  the  old  Stoics,  as  equivalent  to  a  State  of 
Non-exiftence.  Plutarch,  explaining  their  Notion,  fays,  "  that 
"  the  Souls  of  the  Unvvife  (and  thefe  muft  include  the  Body 
*'  of  Mankind)  would  mingle  with  the  Elements  at  Death  ; 
"  but  that  of  the  wife  Man  would  remain  till  the  Conflagra- 
"  tion."  D.  L.  vol.  i.  p.  391.  This  Return  to  the  Elements 
is  here  mentioned  as  a  State  of  abfolute  Infenfibility  ;  it  is  op- 
pofed  to  a  State  of  feparate  and  diftinft  Exiftence,  in  very 
plain  and  exprefs  Terms.  The  fame  is  confirmed  by  feveral 
Paffages  already  cited.  Magnus  animus  deo  pareat,  &  quic- 
quid  lex  univerfi  fine  cundlatione  patiatur.  Aut  in  meliorem 
emittitur  vitam,  lucidius  tranquilliufque  inter  divina  manlu- 
rus,  aut  certe  fine  ul!o  futurus  incommode,  nature  fu&  re- 
tnifcebitur,  &  rewrtetur  in  totum.  Seneca  Ep.  72.  Cogita  ni- 
hil  eorum  quse  ab  oculis  abeunt,  et  in  rerum  naturam,  ex  qua. 
prodierunt,  et  mox  proceflura  funt,  reconduntur,  confumi ; 
dejinunt  ifta,  non  pereunt.  Et  mors  quam  pertimefcimus  & 
recufamus,  intermittit  vitam,  non  eripit.  Ep.  34.  There  are 
many  Teftimonies  to  the  fame  Purpofe,  both  in  this  and  the 
firft  Chapter.  And  yet  our  Author,  unconfcious  of  the  Ha- 
vock  he  was  going  to  make  in  his  own  Syftem,  talks  much 
of  this  Return  to  and  Mixture  with  the  Elements.  When  I 
firft  faw  this  Paflage,  (the  Soul  will  return  to  its  congenial  Ele 
ment)  I  was  quite  at  a  Lofs  to  conceive  to  what  Purpofe  of 
the  Controverfy  he  would  infift  upon  this  Circumftance.  But 
what  was  my  Surprife,  when  I  found  that  he  urged  it  as  a 
Proof  that  the  Stoics  really  believ'd  another  Life? 

I  mult  therefore  tell  this  very  learned  Man,  that  he  yields 
up  the  whole  Queftion,  when  he  after ts,  "  That  the  Soiil  was 
"  to  return  to  its  congenial  Element  upon  Death."  It  ap 
pears  from  the  Tellimonies  already  cited,  and  Ten  thoufand 
others,  that  it  was  to  be  fo  blended  and  mix'd  with  this  Ele 
ment,  as  to  lofe  its  feparate  and  diftindl  Perception.  It  was 
pot  therefore,  even  on  his  own  Principles,  to  remain  a.  parti 
cular  Being  after  Death ;  and  therefore  what  room  for  the  Be 
lief  of  future  Revyards  and  Puniftunents  ? 

It 
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hardly  be  thought  to  promiie  any  great  Matter. 

But  as  our  Author's  Temper  will  never  fuffcr 
him  to  do  any  thing  by  halves,  nor  his  Judgment 

help 

It  will  be  proved  in  the  Eighth  Chapter,  that  the  Soul  was 
held  to  be  ftriftly  and  properly  a  Part  of  God.  If  therefore 
it  was  upon  Death  to  return  to  its  congenial  Subftance,  it  was 
immediately  to  be  refolved  into  God  or  the  Anima  Mundi  ; 
and  this  Refufion,  as  our  Author  himfelf  allows,  was  held  to 
be  deftruclive  of  all  perfonal  and  diitindl  Subfiitence. 

But  he  goes  on.  "  The  States  differed  in  two  Points  from 
"  the  Pythagoreans  and  Platonifts,  i.  In  making  the  ra- 
"  tional  Soul  to  be  material.  2.  In  limiting  its  Duration  in 
*'  the  future  State,  which  the  others  thought  to  be  unlimited 
"  and  immortal"  p.  62.  But  did  not  the  Pythagoreans  and 
Platonijis  limit  the  Duration  of  the  Soul  in  the  future  State  as 
well  as  the  Stoics  ?  It  is,  I  think,  generally  fuppofed  that 
they  did  not.  But  furely  without  Reafon.  For  did  not  the 
Followers  Q{  Pythagoras  and  Plato  hold  this  Doftrine  of  gene 
ral  Revolutions  as  well  as  the  Stoics  ?  Did  they  not  fuppofe 
that  the  fame  Men  were  to  return  again  to  the  prefent  State, 
and  live  in  the  very  fame  Circumitances  as  before  ?  And  does 
not  all  this  neceflarily  imply,  that  the  Duration  of  the  Soul 
in  the  future  State  could  not  be  thought  unlimited  and  eternal? 

But  let  us  return  to  the  Stoics,  from  whom  we  havedigrefs'd. 
As  to  ZenOy  Cleanthes,  and  Chryfippus,  Mr.  J .  infills  much 
upon  their  Belief  of  a  future  State  ;  and  whatever  Impref- 
fion  he  may  make  upon  his  Reader,  he  feems  at  leaft  to  per- 
fuade  himfelf  that  he  has  made  good  this  Point.  But  how  is 
it  pofiible  for  him  to  prove,  at  this  time  of  Day,  what  he 
undertook,  that  they  were  conflant  and  uniform  in  their  Pro- 
feflions  on  this  Article?  The  few  Remains  of  their  Works 
ilill  left  us  are  fb  very  flight  and  inconfiderable,  that  one  can 
not  be  enabled  by  them  only  to  form  a  Judgment  of  their 
Practice  and  Opinion  as  to  the  Point  in  Queftion.  However 
one  thing  is  certain,  «w'».  that  the  Philofophers  of  the  fame 
Seel  pretty  generally  agreed  in  their  main  Syftem.  We  may 
then  conjecture  from  the  Doclrine  and  Profeffions  of  the  later 
Stoics,  what  thofe  before  them  taught  and  thought  with  re 
gard  to  a  future  State.  And  as  Epifletus  is  commonly  allow'd 
to  have  been  a  genuine'and  thorough  Stoic,  it  is  not  unreafon- 
able  to  fuppofe  that  he  might  fpeak  the  real  Sentiments  of 
this  Sea. 

It  muft  not  be  denied  that  the  later  Philofophers  did  fomc- 
tiines  make  Innovations  in  the  old  Syftems  j  but  then  this  was 

wfrfc 


help  him  to  know  where  to  flop,  he  pufhes  his 
Principle  out  of  Sight  both  of  Reafon  and  Anti 
quity  •,  and  throws  out  of  Diftance  all  who  have 

taken 

with  a  View  to  improve  and  refine  them  ;  to  purge  tliem  of 
Abfurdities,  or  clear  them  from  Objections,  which  could  not 
beeaiily  removed.  Now  as  the  feveral  Innovations  were  made 
with  this  View,  it  would  be  abfurd  to  imagine,  that  the  more 
early  Stoics  did  either  profefs  or  believe  the  Doctrine  of  a  fu 
ture  State  in  a  more  conftant  and  uniform  Manner  than  thofe 
who  came  after  them.  I  do  not  fay  this,  in  order  to  decline 
any  Argument  our  Author  offers,  or  fpr  want  of  a  proper 
Reply  to  what  he  has  advanc'd  with  regard  to  thefe  three 
ancient  Stoics.  The  Gentleman  does  indeed  plume  himfelf 
upon  thefe  Proofs ;  and  as  I  am  not  fenfible  of  the  Force  of 
them,  I  will  give  him  an  Opportunity  of  making  his  belt  of 
them,  and  explaining  them  to  more  Advantage.  Let  us  fee 
then  what  Mr.  J,  makes  Cbryftppui  fay  :  As  for  Zeno  and 
Cleanthes,  I  muft  referve  them  for  the  next  Chapter.  All  this 
weight  of  Demonstration  from  Cbrjjtppus  amounts  to  one  fin- 
gle  Paffage  of  Diogenes  Laertius.  "  Chryfippus  faid  that  the 
"  Souls  of  wife  Men  only  (or  Heroes  in  Mr.  Jackforfs  Inter- 
"  pretation)  were  to  continue  till  the  Conflagration."  p.  6. 
What  now  does  this  come  to  ?  Why,  that,  according  to 
him,  the  Souls  of  Heroes  were  to  fubfift  till  the  general  Diffo- 
lution.  But  what  is  this  to  our  prefent  Argument  ?  The  Point 
our  Author  undertook  to  prove  was,  that  the  Souls  of  all 
Men  would  continue  to  this  Period.  Why  then  does  the  Te- 
ftimony,  on  which  he  refts  his  whole  Excqfe,  relate  only  to 
the  Souls  of  Heroes  ? 

2.  I  fee  no  more  in  this  Paffage  of  Diogenes  Laertius,  than 
in  one  cited  from  Plutarch  in  the  D.  L.  p.  391 .  which  runs 
thus.  "  The  Stoics  taught  that  the  Soul  of  the  Weak  and 
"  Infirm  would  die  or  return  to  the  Elements  at  its  Depar- 
"  ture  from  the  Body  ;  but  that  the  Soul  of  the  wife  Man 
"  would  hold  out  till  the  Conflagration."  The  Souls  of  the 
wife  Men  and  Heroes,  as  Mr.  J.  affures  us,  were  the  fame. 
Suppofe  then  Chryjippus  believ'd  that  the  Souls  of  Heroes 
were  to  continue  till  this  time ;  he  might  very  confidently 
believe  too,  that  thofe  of  all  other  Men  ft.  e.  the  Bulk  of 
Mankind)  would  die  and  perifh  with  the  Body. 

3-   It  is,  I  think,  pretty  evident  from   a  PafTage  in  Plu 
tarch,   that  Chryfippus  denied  all  future  Punifhments.     "  He 
4  laughed,  as  Plutarch  informs   us,  at  the  common  and  po- 
"  pular  Accounts  of  another  Life."    Now  we  have  (hewn 
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taken  the  fame  Road  before  him.  His  Mafter 
and  Benefactor  the  late  Dr.  Clarke  was  as  warm 
an  Admirer  of  the  old  Philofophers  as  himfelf; 

contends 

that  feveral  of  the  Stoics  confider'd  thefe  wry  Accounts  as  the 
only  Foundation  and  Support  of  future  Punifhments;  that 
they  thought  themfelves  obliged  to  difcard  and  explode  the 
Jail,  barely  becaufe  they  could  not  admit  the  firft.  As  Cbry- 
fypus  therefore  fo  freely  ridiculed  the  vulgar  Notion  of  future 
Punifhments,  this  will  of  itfelf  be  a  fair  Prefumption  that  he 
believed  no  future  Punifhments  at  all. 

The  PafTage  from  Plutarch  runs  thus.  "  He  (Ckryfippus) 
"  laughed  at  Plato  for  endeavouring  to  deter  Men  from  In- 
juflice  by  frightful  Stories  of  divine  Vengeance  and  Pu 
nimments  after  Death  ;  for  that  thefe  were  the  moflchildifh 
of  all  Terrors,  as  the  Dodlrine  of  Punimments  in  another 
Life  was  fubjecl:  to  great  Difficulties.  This  then  was  in 
Reality,  no  more  than  the  Bugbears  of  Accho  and  A/pbito, 
'*  which  Women  employ  to  fright  Children.  And  yet,  adds 
"  Plutarch.,  he  maintained,  that  the  Gods  would  punifli 
"  wicked  Men."  (De  Rep.  Stoic,  p.  1040.  Ed.  Xyl.}  And 
hence  Plutarch  accufes  him  of  Contradiction.  The  Foun 
dation  of  the  Charge  is,  that  Chryjtppus  fuppofed  divine 
Punimments,  and  yet  laughed  at  the  Stories  mention'd  by 
Plato.  And  does  not  this  plainly  intimate  that  he  was 
conceived  to  reject  all  future  Punifhments,  as  well  as  thofe 
record ed  by  Plato  ?  For  had  he  held  any  future  Punimments 
whatever,  what  poffible  Ground  could  there  have  been  for  this 
Charge  ? 

4.  Mr.  y.  himfelf  allows    that   the  Notions    of  a  Provi 
dence  and  a  future  State  depend  upon  each  other.     Now  we 
have  (hewn,  in  the  Beginning  of  this  Chapter,   what  very 
extravagant  and  abfurd  Notions  this  fame  Gbryjippus  had  en 
tertained  of  the  firft ;   and  therefore  we  may  conclude,  on  the 
Principle  advanced  by  the  learned  Gentleman  himfelf,  that 
he  could  have  no  rational  or  well-grounded  Hope  of  another 
Life. 

5.  In  two  Paffages  of  Plutarch,  cred  in  this  very   Chap 
ter,  we  have  the  following  Account  of  the  Doclrine  of  Cbry- 

Jippus.  "  According  to  him,  the  Soul  of  the  World  would 
"  have  conftimed  and  wailed  into  nothing,  had  it  not  been 
"  replenifti'd  with  frefli  Materials,  in  order  to  fupply  and  re- 
"  cruit  its  Loffes.  It  was  to  increafe  and  be  inlarged,  till  it 
"  had  confuted  all  Things  into  itfelf;  it  was  to  augment  can 
't*  tiuuallj,  till  all  material  Subilances  were  abforbed  intp  it.*' 

Novy 
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contends  for  their  Belief  of  this  very  Article : 
But  then  as  to  the  Steddinefs  and  Conftancy  of  this 
Belief,  he  was  not  Zealot  enough  in  the  Caufe  of 
Paganifm  to  fay  that.  His  great  Knowledge  of 

Now  as  all  Things,  all  Subftances  whatever,  were  to  be  daily 
abforbed  into  the  Atrima  Mundi  or  Divine  Being,  it  is  evi 
dent  that  the  Souls  of  Men  were  to  undergo  the  fame  Fate  $ 
and  if  thefe  were  to  be  continually  refolved  into  the  divine 
Subitance,  it  is  evident  from  what  has  been  faid  of  the  Re- 
fufion,  that  they  were  continually  to  die  and  perim. 

To  be  ferious  with  one  who  deierves  it  fo  little  of  me.  If 
Mr.  Jack/on  would  afpire  to  the  Character  of  an  able  and  ho- 
nefl  Examiner,  infinitely  preferable  to  that  of  a  fabtile  Difpu- 
tant,  he  mult  fairly  weigh  the  united  Force  of  thefe  various 
Arguments ;  and  not  keep  nibbling  at  the  loofe  End  only  of  one 
or  two:  A  Practice  that  inevitably  betrays  either  his  Ignorance 
of  their  Force,  or  his  Fear  and  Apprehenfion  of  their  Weight. 
What  I  undertook  to  prove  (againft  his  Affertion  oft  repeat 
ed)  was,  that  Chryfippus  did  not  profefs  the  Doctrine  of  a  fu 
ture  State  in  the  mcit  uniform  and  conftant  Manner.  1  have 
done  this:  And  let  Mr.  Jackfon  undo  it,  if  he  can. 

At  parting  however  1  will  tell  him  a  Secret,  if  he  will  pro- 
mife  not  to  tell  it  again,  as  his  own,  as  he  did  by  the  Mj- 
fterics  (fee  p.  89.  of  his  Pamphlet,  The  Belief  of  a  future  State^ 

&c.)  at  the  fame  time  he  was  abufing  his  Informer. la 

the  ancient  Pagan  Theology,  extraordinary  Men  were  fup- 
pofed  to  have  Souls  of  a  Nature  and  Species  above  the  Com 
mon  ;  which  they  diftinguifhed  into  a  higher  and  lower  Clafs ; 
the  firft  called  Demonic  and  the  other  Heroic,  while  the  com 
mon  Race  of  Men  had  only  plain  human  Souls.  The  Philofo 
phers,  we  have  fhewn,  fcrnetimes  talk  as  Naturalifts,  fore 
times  as  Theologifts.  Hence  they  fometimes  fpeak  of  their 
•wife  Man  as  fubject  to  the  common  Lot  of  his  Species  ;  fome 
times  as  holding  it  out  a  good  deal  longer.  In  this  latter 
Account  they  confidered  their  wife  Man  as  the  fame  with 
him  the  People  called  a  Hero;  and  fuppofed  him  of  a  Stuff 
that  would  indure  longer  than  the  Souls  of  common  Texture. 
And  this  explains  a  Circumftance  that  the  learned  Reader 
could  not  but  obferve  in  their  Accounts  of  the  Duration  of 
their  wife  Man,  which  is  their  fpeaking  of  it  as  a  natural 
Advantage  and  Prerogative,  not  a  moral.  And  thus  we  fee 
the  Principle  of  the  double  Doftrine  clears  up  this  Difficulty 
likewife.  This  is  enough  to  remove  Mr.  Jadtforfs  Embarras. 
But  would  he  know  more  of  this  Matter,  he  mull  call  again. 

Antiquity, 
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Antiquity,  and  much  greater  Regard  for  Truth, 
would  not  fuffer  him  to  bid  fo  open  Defiance  to  a 
notorious  Fact  -,  and,  along  with  that,  to  common 
Senfe  and  common  Decency.  He  frankly  owns, 
"  that  there  was  fo  much  Doubt fulnefs,  Uncer- 
cc  tainty^  and  Unfteddinefs  in  the  Thoughts  and 
<c  AfTertions  of  the  Philofophers  concerning  this 
*c  very  Point,  as  could  not  but  very  much  di- 
"  minifh  its  proper  Effecl  and  Influence  upon  the 
46  Hearts  and  Lives  of  Men  a." 

"  It  will  not  feem  flrange,  fays  a  celebrated 
"  Writer,  to  obferve  the  wifeft  of  the  Ancients 
"  pufliing  this  principle  to  fo  great  a  length, 
"  and  confidering  Glory,  as  the  amplefl  Reward 
"  of  a  well  fpent  Life  ;  when  we  reflect,  that 
"  the  great  eft  Part  of  them  had  no  Notion  of  any 
"  other  Reward  or  Futurity.  And  even  thofe 
tc  who  believ'd  a  State  of  Happinefs  for  the 
<e  Good,  yet  entertained  it  with  fo  much  Diffi- 
"  dence^  that  they  indulged  it  rather  as  a  Wijh 
"  than  a  well  grounded  Hope."  In  another  Place 
he  obferves,  "  That  the  natural  Law  could  ferve 
ct  as  a  fufficient  Guide  but  to  very  few,  that  it 

a  "  The  wifeft  Philofophers  did  indeed  fometimes  feem  to 
have  reafoned  themfelves  into  a  Belief  of  it.     But  then  one 
cannot,  without  fome  Pity  and  Concern  of  Mind,  obferve 
'  how  ftrangely  at  other  Times  the  Weight  of  the  fame  Ar- 

*  guments  feems  to  have  flipt  (as  it  were)  out  of  their  Minds, 

*  and   with  what  wonderful  Diffidence^  Wavering,  and  Un- 

'  Jleddinefs,  they  difcourfe  about  the  fame  Things even 

c  thofe  great  Philofophers   themfelves,    the  very    beil  and 
'  wifeft,  and  moft  confiderate  of  them  that  ever  lived,  did 
'  fometimes  exprefs  themfelves  with  fo  much  Hefitancy  and 
1  Unjleddinejs  concerning  a  future  State,  as  could  not  but 

*  extremely  hinder  the  proper  Influence  and  EfFecl,   which 
'  that  moft  important  Confideration  ought  to  have  upon  the 

*  Hearts  and  Lives  of  Men»"   Sermons  preached  at  Boyle's 

)  p.  294,5,  6,  7, 

"  was 
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"  was  not  difcoverable  even  to  thofe  few,  with- 
"  out  great  Pains  and  Study  ;  and  could  not  pro- 
"  duce  in  them  at  Jaft  any  thing  more  than  a 
"  Hope,  never  a  full  Perfuafwn  •,  whilfl  the  great- 
"eft  Part  of  Mankind,  even  of  the  Virtuous 
"  and  Inquifitwe ,  lived  without  the  Knowledge 
"  of  a  God,  or  the  Expectation  of  a  Futurity!9 
Hi/lory  of  the  Life  of  Cicero  ^  vol.  ii.  p.  519,  562. 
Thefe  were  the  Sentiments  of  Men  prepoffeffed, 
indeed,  in  favour  of  a  vulgar  Error,  but  advanc 
ing  it  with  that  Caution  and  Modefty,  which  be 
came  their  Learning  and  Ingenuity.  But  to 
come  to  Mr.  Jackfon ;  whofe  Authorities  from 
Antiquity  it  is  the  Purpofe  of  this  Chapter  to 
examine.  And  that  we  may  be  the  better  able 
to  judge  of  their  proper  and  real  Force,  we  fhal! 
firft  (late  and  define  the  Point  they  are  produced 
to  prove  againft  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  which 
is  that  the  Philofofhers  believed  a  future  State. 
As  he  undertakes  therefore  to  confute  the  Doc 
trine  of  this  Writer,  it  will  be  expected  that  he 
fet  direclly  and  exprefsly  about  his  Bufinefs.  And 
now,  fince  'tis  not  improbable  he  may  have  ne 
ver  read  his  Book,  I  will  juil  inform  him  in 
what  Manner  his  learned  Adveriary  ftates  the 
Queftion. 

i.  When  tie  charges  the  Ancients  with  the 
Denial  of  a  future  State,  he  confines  his  Charge  to 
the  Philofophers  only  :  Pic  further  reftrains  it  to 
the  Greek  Philofop hers  -,  and,  out  of  thefe,  ex- 
cepts  Socrates  *  and,  all  who  lived  after  the  time 
df  Chrift.  As  to  thefe  he  owns  that  they  im 
proved  and  refined  upon  the  Sy items  of  thofe  who 
went  before  them  :  And  that,  in  confequence  of 
this,  they  really  believed  the  Do&rine  of  a  future 
State. 

To 


To  make  our  Author's  Teftimonies  therefore 
come  home  to  the  Point,  they  muft  prove  that 
the  Greek  Pkilofophers  before  our  Saviour  (I  always 
except  Socrates)  entertained  this  Notion  •,  he  muft 
prove  too,  as  the  necefifary  Support  of  his  own  fa 
vourite  Pofition,  that  thefe  Philofophers  were 
fxed  and  fettled,  fteddy  and  uniform  in  the  Pro- 
fefiion  of  this  Doctrine.  This  is  the  Point  he 
undertakes,  or  fhould  undertake,  to  prove;  with 
what  Succefs,  let  us  now  fee. 

He  begins  with  his  favourite  Jamblicbus.  "  Jam- 
"  blichus  fays,  that,  in  his  time,  all  the  Galatians 
"  and  TraUinns,  and  mod  of  the  barbarous  Na- 
"  tions  taught  their  Children  to  believe,  that 
"  the  Soul  did  not  perifli  but  continue  after 
"  Death."  p.  94. 

<c  Jamblichus  fays,  that^  in  bis  time"  &c.  If 
this  will  ferve  his  Purpofe,  Mr.  W.  tells  us  more. 
He  tells  us,  that,  at  all  times^  both  barbarous 
and  civil  policied  Nations  taught  their  Children 
this  Belief.  But  what  is  this  to  the  Purpofe  ? 
Were  the  Galatians  and  Ira/lians  Greek  Philofo 
phers  ?  Or  did  the  Contemporaries  of  Jamblichus 
live  before  the  Time  of  Chrifl  ?  His  Galatians  and 
<Trallians  therefore  he  muft  keep  for  fome  other 
Occafion.  And,  if  I  might  advife  him,  it  fhould 
be  to  people  his  new  erefted  Kingdom  of  SPACE. 
But  to  go  on.  "  fully  (he  tells  us)  fays,  that  the 
"  Exiftence  of  the  Soul  after  Death  is  the  con- 
"  current  Belief  of  all  Nations ;  to  which  he 
"  [TuHy]  agrees.35  p.  94,  5.  It's  well  he  does, 
or  this  Teftimony  had  been  as  little  to  the  Purpofe 
as  the  foregoing:  We  have  now  indeed  got  a 
Philofopher  by  Chance ;  but  he  comes  in  only 
by  the  by,  and,  as  it  were,  aliud  agens.  But  now 
we  have  him  let  us  make  the  beft  of  him.  And 

therefore 
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therefore  I  muft  here  defire  our  Author  to  recoi 
led,  what  he  is  on  all  Occafions  fo  apt  to  for 
get,  the  real  State  of  the  Queftion  -,  which  is  not 
whether  the  Philofophers  did  fometimes  profefs 
the  Belief  of  another  Life,  but  whether  they 
were  fa ed  and  fettled,  conftant  and  unvaried  in 
this  Profeffion.  When  he  comes  to  himfelf, 
therefore,  we  muft  neceflarily  fuppofe  that  he 
gives  us  Cicero  as  one,  that  was  uniform  and  ft  ed 
dy  in  what  he  advanced  on  this  Point.  I  am  forry 
for  his  Sake,  and  my  own,  for  I  am  fure  the 
Public  lofes  nothing  by  it,  that  he  is  fo  great  a 
Stranger  to  Fully 's  Writings.  Ut  hoc  faltem  in 
maximis  malis  boni  confequamur,  ut  mortem, 
quam  eiiam  beati  contemnere  debeamus,  propterea 
quod  nullum  fenfum  ejjet  habitura,  nunc  fie  affecti 
non  modo  contemnere  debeamus,  fed  etiam  op- 
tare.  Fam.  Ep.  v.  21.  Sed  haec  confolatio  levis 
eft ;  ilia  gravior,  qua  te  uti  fpero :  ego  certe 
utor.  Nee  enim  dum  ero,  angar  ulla  re,  cum  va- 
cem  omni  culpa  ;  et  fi  non  ero^fenfu  omni  carebo. 
vi.  3.  Deinde  quod  mihi  ad  confolationem  com 
mune  tecum  eft,  fi  jam  vocer  ad  exitum  vitas, 
non  ab  ea  republica  avellor,  qua  carendum  eflfe 
doleam  ;  pr#fertim  cum  id  fine  ullo  fenfu  futurum 
fit.  vi.  4.  And  again  to  his  Friend  'Tor anna, 
Cum  confilio  profici  nihil  poffit,  una  ratio  vide- 
tur,  quicquid  evenerit,  ferre  moderate,  prefer  tint 
cum  omnium  rerummors  fit  extremum.  vi.  21. 

Thefe  Paflages  have  already  been  produced  in 
the  D.L.  but  our  Author  intirely  overlooks  them, 
as  not  amounting,  I  fuppofe,  to  Proof  againft 
him,  or  not  mewing  that  Cicero  did  fometimes 
declare  his  Difbelief  of  another  Life.  However, 
I  chufe  to  rub  his  Nofe  with  them  once  more, 
as  this  will  ferve  withal  to  expofe  his  Difingenuity 
K  and 
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and  want  of  Candour,  in  thus  meanly  concealing 
from  his  Reader  the  Teftimonies  which  have  been- 
urged  againit  him  b. 

I  muft 

b  Thefe  Paflages  have  been  alledged  by  the  Author  of  the- 
D.  L.  in  order  to  confirm  his  Opinion,  that  Cicero  did  not  be 
lieve  a  future  State.  He  thinks  that  they  bid  fair  to  give  us 
his  real  Opinion,  as  they  came  from  him  in  the  Seafon  of  Ca 
lamity  and  Diftrefs.  *fc  Thefe  (fays  he)  are  Letters  of  Confo- 
"  lation  to  his  Friends,  when  he  hinvfeif,  by  Reafon  of  the  ill 
"  State  of  public  Affairs,  much  wanted  Confolation;  a  Sea- 
"  fon,  when  Men  have  leaft  Difguife,  and  are  moft  difpofed 
"  to  lay  open  their  whole  Hearts, 

"  Nam  verae  voces  turn  demum  pe&ore  ab  imo 

"  Ejiciuntur,  et  eriphur  per/ana,  manetres."  p.  401. 

The  learned  Dr.  Middleton  has  fmce  employed  this  very  Cir- 
cumjlance,  to  the  Support  of  the  contrary  Opinion.  "  In  a 
"  melancholy  Hour,  fays  he,  when  the  Spirits  are  deprefTed, 
**  the  fame  Argument  would  not  appear  to  him  with  the  fame 
"  Force,  and  Doubts  and  Difficulties  get  the  Afcendant,  and 
"  what  humoured  his  prefent  Chagrin  find  the  readieft  Admif- 
"  fion.  The  Paffages  alledged  were  all  of  this  kind,  written 
'•  in  the  Seafon  of  Dejection."  (Hiftory  of  the  Life  of  Cicero, 
vol.  ii.  p.  561.)  To  this  Mr.  W.  replies,  "  It  is  allowed 
'*  that  a  defponding  Temper,  like  that  of  Cicero's,  will 
"  in  a  melancholy  Hour,  be  always  inclined  to  fufpect  the 
"  worft.  But  to  what  is  its  Sufpicion  confined  ?  Without  doubt: 
"  to  the  I  flue  of  that  very  Affair,  which  occaiioned  the  Di- 
"  flrefs.  A  melancholy  Hour  would  have  juft  the  contrary 
"  Influence  on  his  other  Cogitations.  And  this  is  the  wife 
"  Difpofition  of  Nature  i  that  the  lefs  Support  the  Mind  has 
"  perfuaded1  itfelf  it  fhall  find  in  one  Quarter,  the  more  it  en- 
"  deavours  to  make  it  up  in  abundance  of  Hor:e  for  another. 
"  So  that  unlefs  Cicero  was  made  differently  from  all  other 
'*  Men,  one  might  venture  to  fay,  his  Hopes  of  future  Good 
"  (had  his  Philoiophy  permitted  him  to  entertain  any  Hopes 
"  at  all)  would  h?ve  rifen  in  proportion  to  his  Fears  of  the 
"  prefent.  And  this  is  feen  every  Day  in  fact.  For  it  is  no- 
"  thing  but  this  natural  Difpofition  that  makes  Men  of  the 
"  World  fo  generally  fly  even  to  Superftition  for  the  Relief 
*'  of  their  Misfortunes."  p.  402.  Nothing  can  be  more  true 
than  what  is  here  faid,  that  our  Hopes  of  Futurity  are  never 
fo  ftrong  and  vigorous,  as  in  the  Seafon  of  Calamity  and  Di- 
flrefs.  Had  Cicero  therefore  entertained  any  Notions  of  fu 
ture 
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I  muft  take  Notice  that  the  Evidence  of  thefe 
Paflages  comes  with  redoubled  Force  upon  this 
learned  Gentleman.  He  infifts  that  Seneca^  in  his 

Letters 

ture  Happinefs,  we  might  have  expected  the  moil  clear  an4 
lively  Declarations  of  them  at  this  very  Time.  The  Solution 
which  the  Doctor  offers  can  hardly,  I  think,  be  efteemed  na- 
tural,  as  it  certainly  fuppofes  Cicero  to  have  been  made  in  a 
different  Way  from  all  other  Men. 

2.  It  is  agreed  on  all  Hands,  that  thefe  Paffages  were  ad- 
drefled  to  Friends  in  Diftrefs  by  way  of  Confolation.  But  then 
it  is  faid,  that  Cicero  would  not  have  applied  this  Topic  of 
Comfort,  had  not  he  himfelf  been  in  a  State  of  Dejection  and 
Defpair.  As  if  he  had  only  employed  this  Argument  in  his 
moil  gloomy  and  melancholy  Hours ;  as  if  it  had  been  occa- 
fioned  only  by  his  Chagrin  ;  and  the  troublefome  Situation 
pf  Things  about  him.  Whereas  he  very  frankly  declares,  in 
his  fufculans  themfelves,  that  this  was  the  moil  real  and  ef 
fectual,  the  moil  folid  and  fubilantial  Comfort  that  could  be 
adminiltered  againil  the  Fear  of  Death.  In  his  firil  Tufculan 
he  undertakes  to  prove,  that  Death  was  not  an  Evil ;  and  this, 
jy?.  Becaufe  it  was  not  attended  with  any  actual  Punimment, 
or  pofuive  and  real  Mifery.  idly,  He  rifes  higher,  and  la 
bours  to  prove,  that  Men  ought  to  look  upon  Death  as  a  Blef- 
fing  rather  than  an  Evil,  as  the  Soul,  after  its  Departure  from 
the  Body,  might  be  happy  in  another  Life.  In  the  firft  Part 
he  fuppofes  the  Mortality  and  Extinction  of  the  Soul  at 
Death  j  in  the  fecond  he  plainly  fuppofes,  that  it  will  fur- 
vive  the  Body.  Now  the  Queftion  is,  on  wjaich  Doctrine  does 
he  lay  moil  Strefs  \  or,  which  of  thefe  two  Notions,  in  the 
Opinion  of  Cicero,  would  ferve  bell  to  fortify  and  prepare 
Men  againft  the  Fear  of  Death  ?  And  luckily  Cicero  himfelf 
has  long  fmce  determined  this  Point  for  us  j  having  in  the  firft 
Tufculan  brought  feveral  Reafons  to  prove  the  Immortality  of 
of  the  Soul,  he  after  all  very  frankly  declares,  that  they  had 
no  great  Validity  and  Force  \  that  the  moil  folid  and  fubilantial 
Argument,  which  could  be  urged  againil  the  Fear  of  Death, 
was  the  very  Confideration  advanced  in  his  Letters,  or  the 
Doftrine  which  makes  it  the  utter  Period  of  our  Being  :"  And  in 
the  remaining  Part  of  the  Book  he  proceeds  to  argue  chiefly  on 
this  Suppofition,  as  being  the  left  calculated  to  fupport  Men 
again/}  the  Fear  and  Terror  of  Death.  The  Arguments  which. 
he  urged  to  prove  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul,  feem  fometimes 
to  have  had  great  Weight  with  the  Perfon,  to  whom  they 
were  immediately  addrefs'd;  he  declares  himfelf  fond  of  the  O- 
pinion,  and  refolves  not  to  part  with  it.  Nemo  me  de  immor- 
K  2  talifate 
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Letters  to  Ms  Friends,  would  not  dijjemble  his  real 
Opinions.  (Farther  Defence,  p.  26.)  And  will  not 
the  fame  Reafoning  prove  that  we  are  to  look  for 

adrift 

talitate  depellet.  To  this  Cicero  replies,  Laudo  id  quidem  ; 
etfi  nihil  nimis  oportet  confidere  :  Movemur  enim  faepe  aliquo 
acute  conclufo  :  Labamus  mutamufque  fententiam  clarioribus 
etiam  in  rebus  :  In  his  eft  enim  aliqua  obfcuritas.  Id  igitur 
fi  accident,  fimus  armati.  c.  32.  He  does  not  feem  to  lay 
any  great  Strefs  on  the  Notion  of  a  future  State  ;  nihil  oportet 
nimis  confidere.  He  owns  that  the  Arguments,  alledged  in 
fupport  of  it,  were  rather  fpecious  than  folid  :  Movemur  enim 
faspe  aliquo  acute  conclufo.  That  they  were  not  plain  and  clear 
enough  to  make  any  ftrong  and  lafting  Impreflion  :  Labamus 
jnutamufque  fententiam  clarioribus  etiam  in  his  rebus  ;  in  his 
eft  enim  aliqua  obfcuritas.  —  That  therefore  the  bed  Remedy 
at  all  Events,  would  be  the  Notion  that  the  Soul  dies  with  the 
Body  :  Id  igitur  fi  acciderit,  fimus  armati.  Having  then  ex 
plained  what  he  had  to  fay  on  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul, 
he  proceeds  to  mew  that  Death  could  not  be  confidered  as  an 
Evil,  on  the  Suppofition  that  the  Soul  was  to  perifli  with  the 


When  therefore  he  would  teach  Men  to  contemn  the  Ter 
rors  of  Death,  he  grounds  his  main  Argument  on  the  Morta 
lity  of  the  Soul.  As  to  the  Notion  of  a  future  State,  it  was 
maintained  by  Arguments  too  fubtile  to  work  a  real  and  lafting 
Conviction  ;  it  was  not  thought  clear  enough  to  make  any 
deep  and  ftrong  Impreflion.  He  has  therefore  Recourfe  to  the 
Extinction  of  the  Soul,  as  the  moft  comfortable  Confideration 
that  could  be  employed  againft  the  Fear  of  Death.  This  was 
not  then  a  Topic  that  was  peculiar  to  the  Seafon  of  Dejection 
and  Diftrefs  ;  it  was  not  only  "  thrown  out  accidentally,  when 
•'  he  was  not  confidering  the  Subject,"  but  was  ufed  in  the 
Works  that  were  deliberately  and  profefTedly  written  on  this 
very  Point.  It  could  not  therefore  be  occajjonalonly,  andfuited 
to  the  prefent  Circumftances,  as  the  learned  Writer  in  his 
Reafoning  all  along  fuppofes. 

$dly.  In  his  jth  Tufculan  he  mentions  Epicurus  by  Name, 
and  very  frankly  declares  that  his  Syftem  might  ferveto  for- 
tify  and  arm  Men  againft  Death  as  well  as  any  of  the  reft.  Quis 
enim  parum  eft  contra  mortem  aut  dolorem  paratus  ?-  —  Quid 
tandem  ?  ifti  grandiloqui  contra  hasc  duo  qu#  maxime  angunt, 
[mortem  &  dolorem]  melius  fe  habent  quam  Epicurus  ?  3  1  .  As 
to  the  Extinction  of  the  Soul,  he  declares,  that  it  was  as  folid 
and  fubftantial  a  Topic  as  any  that  could  be  offered  to  remove 
the  Fear  of  Death.  And  what  does  he  fay  more  in  his  Epi- 

ftles  ? 


a  ftricT:  Declaration  of  Cicero's  real  Sentiments  in 
HIS  LETTERS:  And  if  we  are,  the  PafTages  juft 
cited  may  ferve  to  determine  this  Part  of  the  Con- 
troverfy. 

Let 

ftles  ?  It  is  evident  therefore,  that  his  Advice  in  the  laft  was 
not  purely  occafional  and  accommodated  only  to  the  Men  he 
had  to  do  with. 

Again  ;  when  Cicero,  in  his  fharpeft  Amiclions,  undertakes 
to  comfort  himfelf,  what  is  the  Method  which  he  propofes, 
the  Remedy  which  he  prefcribes  as  the  moft  certain  and  effec 
tual  Cure  of  his  Misfortunes  ?  Why,  it  was  that  he  would  kill 
himfelf.  Caeteri  quidem,  Pompeius,  Lentulus  tuus,  Scipio,  A- 
franius,  fcede  perierunt.  At  Cato  $r<eclare.  Jam  ifthuc  qui 
dem,  cum  volemus,  licebit.  1.  ix.  ep.  18. 

Now  this  is  the  very  thing  he  inculcates  in  his  other  Writ 
ings  ;  the  very  Remedy  he  prefcribes  as  moft  real  and  fubftan- 
tial  in  the  Seafon  of  Calamity  and  Diftrefs.  Ut  enim  fi  cui 
naviganti,  praedones  infequantur,  deus  quis  dixerit,  Ejice  te 
navi,  prsefto  eft  qui  excipiat,  vel  delphinus,  ut  Arionem  Me- 
thymnaeum  j  —  fie,  urgentibus  afperis  &  odiofis  doloribus,  ii 
tanti  non  fit  ut  ferendi  fmt,  quo  Jit  tonfugiendum  vides.  Tufc. 
£>u.  ii.  26.  What  1  would  infer  from  hence,  is,  that  Cicero's 
way  of  thinking  and  reafoning  on  this  Point  was  much  the 
fame  in  the  loweft  Seafon  of  his  Calamity  and  Diftrefs,  as  at 
other  times.  For  does  he  not  in  the  firft  propofe  to  put  in  Pra 
ctice  the  very  Precepts  which  he  deliberately  lays  down  in 
the  laft  ? 

So  much  for  the  Circumftance  which  occasioned  the  Difpute 
between  thefe  celebrated  Writers.  With  regard  to  Mr.  W. 
let  me  obferve,  that  befere  he  produces  thefe  Paflages,  he  em 
ploys  fome  Pages  to  prove  that  Cicero's  real  Sentiments  are  to 
be  found  only  in  hisEpiftles.  And  furely  what  he  has  alledged 
in  fupport  of  this  laft  Point  ought  to  be  examined,  before  any 
one  attempts  to  mew  from  his  other  Writings,  that  Cicero  be 
lieved  a  future  State.  Here  then,  I  think,  the  Adverfaries  of  the 
D.  L.  are  all  guilty  of  Tergiverfation ;  for  they  lay  their  main 
Strefs  on  Teftimonies  taken  from  thofe  other  Writings,  with 
out  fo  much  as  trying  to  difprove  what  has  been  advanced  to 
fliew  that  we  are  to  look  for  Cicero's  real  Opinion  only  in  his 
Letters. 

However,  till  they  confute  what  has  been  advanced  on  this 
Head,  there  will  be  no  Danger  of  their  proving  that  Cicero 
entertained  the  Notion  of  another  Life.  As  to  his  Epiftles, 
Mr.  Warlurton  has  given  us  a  fair  Specimen  of  what  we  are 
to  expeft  from  this  Quarter.  And  if  we  look  into  his 
K.  3  philp- 


Let  us  go  to  his  third  PafTage.  "  Laftantius 
"  lays  that  Epicurus,  who  held  the  Soul  to  be 
"  mortal  and  extinguifhed  by  Death,  was  herein 

confuted 

philofophical  Works  for  his  real  Opinion  of  future  Punifhr 
ments,  we  mall  have  no  Reafon  to  imagine  that  he  generally 
efpoufed  the  Notion,  which  the  learned  Doctor  imputes  to 
him.  But  I  have  dwelt  pretty  largely  on  this  Article  in  ano 
ther  Place.  And  Dr.  Middleton  himfelf  allows  that  he  had  no 
fixed  and  well-grounded  Hope,  but  only  fome  faint  Expecta 
tions  of  a  State  of  future  Happinefs.  "  It  was  entertained 
"  with  fo  much  Diffidence,  that  they  (the  Philofophers)  in- 
«'  dulged  it  rather  as  a  Wifh  than  a  well  grounded  Hope." 
vol.  ii.  p.  51 9.  And  in  another  Place  he  obferves,  "  That  Ci- 
"  cero  himfelf  had  nothing  more  than  a  Hope,  never  a  full 
*'  Perfuafion  of  this  Truth."  p.  562.  Now  if  this  be  all  that 
the  learned  Author  contends  for,  as  to  this  State  of  Happinefs 
for  the  Good  ;  if  Cicero  indulged  it  merely  as  a  Wifh,  without 
any  rational  and  well  grounded  Hope  j  if  he  never  could  gain 
a  full  and  thorough  Perfuafion  of  this  very  important  and  ne- 
ceflary  Truth ;  it  will  hardly  be  worth  while  to  purfue  the 
Difpute  any  further  :  The  great  Patrons  and  Admirers  of  the 
Law  of  Nature,  will  have  but  little  to  boaft  of,  as  the  very 
Heroe  of  their  Caufe  could  rife  no  higher,  without  a  fuperior 
and  more  divine  Guide.  And  I  could  indeed  wifh  that  thefe 
Writers  of  a  lower  Clafs  would  reflect  in  what  manner  the  very 
candid  and  learned  Writer  of  the  Hiftory  above  mentioned 
fometimes  fpeaks  of  the  Philofophers  with  regard  to  their  Be 
lief  of  another  Life.  This  might  teach  them  to  entertain  more 
qualified  and  moderate  Sentiments  of  the  Light  of  Nature ;  and 
not  to  magnify  and  extol,  fo  extravagantly  as  they  do  on  all 
Occafions,  the  Knowledge  of  the  old  Philofophers,  with  an 
equal  Difregard  to  Truth  and  Modefty. 

If  it  be  only  faid,  that  Cicero  might  fometimes  entertain 
Hopes  of  another  Life,  it  would  not,  as  I  juft  obferved,  be 
worth  while  to  purfue  the  Controverfy  any  further.  Should 
it  be  faid  that  other  Philofophers  jnight  fometimes  entertain 
the  fame  Hopes,  I  am  far  from  denying  it ;  nay,  mould  it  be 
faid,  that  they  fometimes  believed  this  Notion,  I  would  not 
difpute  even  this.  All  I  contend  for,  is,  that  the  general 
Perfuafion  was  on  the  other  Side.  And  this  I  impute  to  their 
metaphpfical  and  abfurd  Speculations  concerning  the  human 
Soul-  That  they  were  extremely  fond  of  thefe  Notions,  and, 
in  Confequence  of  thefe,  ready  to  abandon  the  moft  evident 
and  plain  Truths  has  been  clearly  and  inconteitably  proved 

by 
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«e  confuted  both  by  ALL  Philofophers  and  the 
"  general  Perfuafion  of  Mankind."  But  does 
not  our  Author  fee  that  he  cites  this  Authority 
in  flat  Con  trad  iction  to  the  very  DocTrine  which 
he  himfelf  lays  down  a  Page  or  two  before  ? 
P.  93.  he  tells  us,  "  That  all  Philofophers,  except 
"  Epicureans,  Sceptics,  and  a  few  others,  firmly 
"  believed  a  future  State."  Strange  Inconfiften- 
cy  !  What !  did  the  Epicureans,  Sceptics,  and  fome 
others  difbelieve  a  future  State  ;  and  yet  was  Epi 
curus  fingular  in  this  Notion  ?  was  he  confuted  in 
this  Point  by  all  others-,  while  the  Sceptics  and 
fome  others  agreed  with  him  ? 

Befides  does  not  Mr.  J.  know  that  this  very 
Laffantius  gives  a  different  Account  of  this  Mat 
ter  in  his  Piece  De  Ira  ?  that  he  there  charges 
the  Philofophers  with  the  Difbelief  of  future  Pu- 
nifhments  ? 

But  to  proceed.  "  fully  relates  of  Socrates, 
"  that  a  little  before  he  drank  the  fatal  poifoned 
cc  Cup,  he  exprefifed  clearly  and  fully  his  Belief 
"  .of  a  future  State,  and  of  the  different  Condi- 
"  tion  of  holy  and  unholy  Men."  What  the  Gen 
tleman  would  infer  from  hence,  is,  that  Socrates 
believed  another  Life.  And  fo  Mr.  ^  faid  be 
fore  him.  This  being  the  excepted  Cafe,  which, 
fufpecting  our  flippery  Author  would  forget,  I 
juft  now  put  him  in  Mind  of. 

by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  However,  I  would  not  fay  that 
thefe  Notions  had  always  the  fame  Force  on  their  Minds,  or 
that  there  might  not  be  fome  Intervals,  in  which  Doubts  and 
Difficulties  might  get  the  Afcendant,  and  leave  room  for  bet 
ter  Principles.  There  are  many  PafTages,  in  which  they  fpeak 
on  this  very  Subject  with  great  Uncertainty  and  Doubt  ;  it  is 
evident  that  at  thefe  Times  their  Notions  of  the  Soul  could 
not  have  their  proper  Influence  and  Force,  becaufe  they  them- 
felves  allow  that  rhefe  Notions  were  inconfiltent  with  the  Belief 
of  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments. 

K  4.  He 
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He  next  brings  a  Teftimony  from  Plato.  1 
did  not  chufe  to  fay  any  thing  of  Plato  in  the 
foregoing  Chapters  ;  and  this,  becaufe  this  learned 
Man  here  again,  as  ufual,  miitakes  the  very  Point 
in  Debate.  The  Doclrine  of  future  Rewards  and 
Punijhments  is  of  two  Kinds  •,  in  the  one  they 
are  fuppofed  to  be  eftablifhed  by  the  immediate 
Direction  and  Appointment  of  God  ;  to  be  a  mere 
pofitive  and  arbitrary  Defignation,  depending  in- 
tirely  on  his  Will  and  Pleafure :  In  the  other,  the 
natural  and  necefiary  Confequences  of  Virtue  and 
Vice  ;  and  to  flow  from  the  very  Nature  and 
Reafon  of  Things  independent  of  the  Will  and 
Appointment  of  God.  As  to  the  latter  of  thefe 
Notions,  Mr.  W.  allows  that  it  was  believed  and 
entertained  by  Plato ;  as  to  the  firft,  he  contends 
that  it  was  not.  If  then  the  Gentleman  would 
attack  his  Argument  with  Succefs,  he  muft  mew 
that  Plato  believed  the /r/  Notion  •,  as  to  the^- 
cond,  he  is  not  charged  with  the  Difbelief  of  it. 
But  not  having  done  this,  what  he  faid  of  Plato 
was  too  impertinent  to  deferve  an  Anfwer  *. 

However  he  has  one  Obfervation  worth  taking 
Notice  of.  u  The  firft  Pafiage  (fays  he,  from 
"  Plato]  mall  be  out  of  a  Letter  wrote  to  fome 
"  of  his  Friends,  in  which  we  may  be  fure  he 
"  delivered  his  real  inward  Sentiments."  Farther 
Defence^  p.  38.  It  has  been,  often  faid,  on  the 
like  Occafion,  that  Great  Wits  have  Jhort  Memo 
ries.  I  believe  we  fhould  be  nearer  the  Truth, 
if  we  faid,  they  have  veryfcanty  Reading.  This 

*  Even,  on  this  Scheme,  pure  and  unpolluted  Souls  were 
to  be  refolved  into  the  divine  Subftance  immediately  upon 
Death,  and  were  to  lofe  their  feparate  and  diftincl.  Exigence. 
As  for  the  reft,  or  "  thofe  which  had  contracted  much  De- 
«'  filement,  they  were  fent  into  a  Succeffion  of  other  Bodies,  to 
tf  purge  and  purify  them,  before  they  returned  to  their  Pa- 
^  rent  Subftance."  D.  L.  vol.  i.  p.  421. 

Gentleman, 


[  145  ] 

Gentleman,  as  much  as  he  blufters  with  Plato's 
Letters,  certainly  never  read  any  more  than  a  few 
fecond-hand  Quotations  from  them,  or  he  never 
could  have  talked  of  our  being  fur e  that  Plato  de 
livered  his  real  inward  Sentiments,  fmce  in  one 
of  thefe  very  Letters  he  fays,  "  As  for  the  Sym- 
ic  bol  or  private  Note,  which  you  defire  in  order 
"  to  know  my  ferious  Letters,  and  which  con- 
"  tain  my  real  Sentiments ',  from  thofe  that  do  not 
"  fo ;  know  and  remember  that  GOD  begins  a 
"  ferious  Epiftle,  and  GODS  one  that  is  other- 
<e  wife."  Ep.  13.  Can  we  afk  a  clearer  Proof 
of  Plato's  not  always  fpeaking  his  real  Opinion 
in  his  Letters  ?  I  will  give  the  original  below, 
when  we  treat  of  the  double  Doctrine. 

But  to  come  to  his  fixth  Teftimony.  Salluft 
fays,  "  it  appears  to  me  a  manifeft  Truth,  that 
"  the  Life  of  all  Men  is  fuperintended  by  God  ; 
"  and  no  good  or  evil  Action  of  any  one  is  di£ 
cc  regarded  by  him  ;  but  that,  by  the  natural  Con- 
"  ftitution  of  things,  a  different  Recompence 
Cl  HEREAFTER  is  appointed  to  good  and  evil 
<c  Men."  Our  Author,  I  am  afraid,  has  ma 
naged  this  Paflage  with  more  ART  than  one 
would  expect  from  fo  very  candid  and  fair  a 
Writer  •,  from  one,  who  profeffes  to  mind  no 
thing  but  Argument  and  Truth,  I  once  knew  a 
Man  who  had  no  bad  Talent  at  forging  other 
Peoples  Names,  tho'  he  fcarce  knew  how  to 
write  his  own.  Tho'  our  Author  could  nottran- 
flate  fo  as  to  exprefs  Salluft's  Purpofe,  he  knew 
how  to  falfify  fo  as  to  ferve  his  own. — A  Re 
compence  HEREAFTER,  fays  he.  But  where  is 
the  Latin  for  hereafter  ?  or  what  is  there  in  the 
Original  that  implies  the  Senle  of  it  ?  The  Words 
are,  Mihi  pro  vero  conftat,  omnium  mortalium 
vitam  divino  numine  invifi,  neque  bonum  neque 
3  malum 


malum  facinus  cujufque  pro  nihilo  haberi,  fed  ex 
natura  diverfa  prasmia  bonos  malofque  fequi.  Qrat. 
2.  ad  C<efarem.  All  we  are  told  here,  is,  tha.t 
good  and  bad  Men  will  be  certainly  punilhed  and 
rewarded,  but  whether  in  this  Life  or  the  next* 
is  not  faid,  this  muft  be  determined  only  by  the 
Context ;  and,  unluckily  for  our  Tranflator,  the 
Context  fpeaks  only  of  the  prefent  Life.  Profecto, 
fi  id  accidat,  neque  tibi  nox9  neque  dies  cur  am 
animi  fedaverit,  quin  infomniis  exercttus,  furibun- 
dus  atque  amens  aliena  mente  feraris.  Namque 
mini  pro  vero  conftat  omnium  mortal ium  vitam 
divino  numine  invifi  ;  neque  bonum  neque  ma 
lum  facinus  cujufque  pro  nihilo  haberi ;  fed  ex 
natura  diverfa  prsemia  bonos  malofque  fequi. 

But  Mr.  J.  has  dill  a  harder  Tafk  upon  his 
Hands.  He  mud  not  only  falfify  the  Text^  but 
the  Author  too,  before  he  can  make  the  PaiTage 
ferve  his  Purpofe.  For  Salluft  may  fay  what  he 
phrafes,  or  even  what  his  Tranflator  pleafes ;  till 
he  be  changed  into  a  Greek  Philpfopher  Mr.  W. 
is  not  anfwerable  for  any  of  his  Opinions. 

His  feventh  Paffage  is  that  from  the  Treatife 
De  Mundo,  of  which  I  have  fpoken  fo  largely  in 
the  firft  Chapter.  The  two  next  are  taken  from 
Plato,  and  I  hardly  need  repeat  the  Anfwer  which 
I  have  juft  made  to  a  Teftimony  produced  from 
the  fame  Author.  The  tenth  is  the  famous  Paf- 
iage  of  Cbryftppus  relating  to  the  general  Reno 
vation,  of  which,  too,  if  the  Reader  has  not, 
Mr.  J.  I  believe,  has  had  enough.  The  next  is 
from  Anus  Didymus,  who  fays  that,  according  to 
the  Stoics  *  •"  the  Soul  was  generated  and  cor- 
"  ruptible ;  but  did  not  immediately  perifh, 
"  when  it  departed  out  of  the  Body,  but  conti- 
«c  nued  to  exift  for  a  certain  Term  of  Duration  ; 
"  that  the  Souls  of  good  Men  exifted  till  the  ge 
neral 
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ic  neral  Conflagration  and  Diflblution  of  the  Uni- 
<c  verfe  •,  but  thofe  of  the  wicked  continued  only 

<c  to  a  certain  Period And  that  the  Souls  of 

"  Brutes  perifhed  with  their  Bodies,"  97,  98.  Be 
fore  this  Teftimony  can  be  of  Service,  Mr.  Jack- 
fon  mud  remove  the  following  Objections,  And 
as  he  feems  to  be  much  of  the  Humour  of  the 
Quack,  who  delighted  in  defperate  Cafes,  1  do 
not  know  but  it  may  be  doing  him  a  Pleafure  to 
propofe  them.  Let  us  confider  it  then  with  re- 
fpect  to  future  Puni/hments.  The  Souls  of  the 
Ignorant  £>4<a£«*j  rcav  aQgovuv)  were  to  fubfift  for  a 
"  certain  Term  of  Duration  after  Death."  And 
yet  this  Author  almoft  immediately  adds,  "  That 
*'  the  Souls  of  the  Ignorant  and  Brutes  were  to 
"  perifh.  with  the  Body."  Ta$  3s  -rav  »$£ovw  x.at 
a\oyuv  fawv -^vKots  <rtw&7rQ\\v£$  rot?  <rw[ji,a,<ri.  And 
furely  he  bids  as  fair  to  be  right  in  the  laft  Ac 
count  as  the  firft,  fince  Plutarch  himfelf  aflfures 
us  in  very  plain  and  direct  Terms,  4C  That  the 
"  Souls  of  the  Ignorant  or  Unwife  were  fuppof- 
"  ed  to  fuffer  the  fame  Lot  with  the  Body  d." 
2.  This  is  ftrangely  inconfiftent  with  feveral  Te- 
flimonies  alledged  in  the  laft  Chapter,  from  Wri 
ters  of  much  better  Credit  and  Authority,  who 
declare  that  the  Stoics  confider'd  Death  as  the 
final  Period  of  our  Exiftence.  3.  This  flatly  con 
tradicts  the  very  Account  which  our  Author  him 
felf  gives  of  the  Doctrine  of  the  Stoics.  We  are 
here  told  that  the  Souls  of  the  Ignorant  were  not 
to  fubfift  till  the  general  Conflagration,  but  only 
for  a  certain  Term  of  Duration  :  Whereas  Mr. 
J.  aiTerts,  that  they  were  all  to  remain  till  the 
Jfirft  Period.  Since  then  this  Arius  Didymus  thus 
flatly  contradicts  himfelf,  feveral  Writers  pfgreat- 

Phil.  iv.  7. 

er 
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cr.Name  and  Credit  than  himfelf,  andMly,  the 
very  Party  in  whofe  Favour  he  is  made  to  appear 
an  Evidence ;  with  what  Face  can  Mr.  J.  quote 
him  as  fupporting  his  Opinion,  and  attempt  to 
derive  Credit  to  his  Syftem  from  a  PafTage  which 
makes  diredly  againft  it? — Let  us  next  confider 
this  Paffage,  as  it  relates  to  a  State  tf'futur-e  Re- 
•wards.  In  our  Author's  Tranflation  we  are  told 
that  the  Souls  of  good  Men  were  to  fubfift  till 
the  general  Difiblution.  But  was  this  the  Doc 
trine  of  the  old  Stoics  ?  No,  moft  of  them  affign 
this  future  Exiftence  to  their  wife  Man  only,  or 
to  Souls  of  extraordinary  and  uncommon  Vir 
tue  e. 

Our 

e  <c  They  taught,  according  to  Plutarch,  that  the  Soul  of 
"  the  Infirm  would  perifti  with  the  Body ;  but  that  that  of 
*'  the  twi/e  Man  would  hold  out  till  the  general  Conflagra- 
"  tion."  vi.  7.  De  Plac. 

Cbnfippus  taught,  that  the  Soul  of  the  nvife  Men  only 
Would  fubfift  till  this  Time.  KfeavOuf  putt  a*  Traa-a?  £7rt- 
Auxptflppi  ra?  P^Vy^flH  ^X^  swvguo-eat'  Xguc-wyoj  $t  70.5  TW 
2O<J>ftN  MONttN.  Diog.  Laert-  1.  vii. 

Si,  ut  fapientibus  placet,  non  curn  corpora  extinguuntur 
toagn/e  anitnte.  Tacitus  in  Agricola.  It  is  generally  fuppofed 
tliat  Tacitus  here  alludes  to  the  Doc~lrine  of  the  Stoics  i  'tis 
however  certain  and  undeniable,  that,  according  to  the  Prin 
ciple  he  here  employs,  none  but  the  Magnus  Anim<z  could  pof- 
fibly  fubfift  till  the  general  Conflagration.  Seneca  too,  in  a 
Paffage  that  has  been  often  cited  on  this  Occafion,  does  in 
deed  tell  us,  that  fome  particular  Souls  were  to  exiii  till  the 
general  Difiblution;  but  then  he  all  along  fuppofes,  that  this 
future  Exiftence  did  not  belong  to  the  Body  of  good  Men .; 
that  it  was  to  be  the  Portion  only  of  a  few  choice  and  feleclfc 
Spirits.  Nos  quoque  felices  Gnlma:  et  <zterna  fartitte,  cum  deo 
vifum  erit  iterum  ifta  moliri,  labentibus  cunclis,  et  ipfms  parva 
luina?  ingentis  acceflio  in  antiqua  elementa  vertemur.  Ad 
Mar.  26. 

"  The  Stoics  fancied  ;  that  the  Soul  was  a  fubtilized,  fiery 
"  Subftance,  which  furvived  the  Body  after  Death,  and  fub- 
"  fifted  a  long  time,  yet  not  eternally  ;  but  was  to  perifh  at 
t{  laii  in  the  general  Conflagration."  Hifiory  of  the  Life  of 

Cicero, 


[  149  1 

Our  Author  in  a  Note  adds  the  Following  Paf- 
fage  from  Laflantius.  EfTe  inferos  Zenon  Stoicus 
docuit,  et  fedes  piorum  ab  impiis  efle  difcretas  r 
&  illos  quidem  quietas  ac  delectabiles  incolere 
regioncs ;  hos  vero  lucre  poenas  in  tenebrofis  lo- 
cis  atque  in  cceni  voraginibus  horrendis.     Idem 
nobis  prophets  paJam    faeiunt.  1.  vii.     This  is 
indeed  but  a  Tingle  PafTage,  however,  in  the  Opi- 
pinion  of  our  Author,  of  weight  enough  to  fup- 
ply  the  Place  of  many.   P.  25.  he  fays,  "  I  dare 
"  not  examine  it."    P.  44.    he  fays,    "  I  vainly 
ce  alledge  that  the  Words  of  Zeno  relate   to  the 
"  popular  Account  of  a  future  State."  Excellent 
Divine!  he  tells  me  I  dare  not  examine  it.     And 
then,   to  prove  his  Words,  fhews  I  examined  if 
in  vain.     But  what  is  this  wonderful  Difcovery  in 
Antiquity  which  I  dare  not,   and  then  dare  exa 
mine  to  no  Purpofe  ?  Nothing  I  will  allure  the 
Reader,  but  a  PafTage  fairly  produced  and  ufed  to 
very  good  Purpofe,  by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L. 
in  which  Paffage  Zeno  is  made  to  profefs  the  Doc 
trine  of  another  Life.    And  who  ever  denied  that 
he  did  this  ?  Had  Mr.  J.  produced  a  Thoufand 
fuch  PafTages,  they  had   been  of  no  Ufe  to  his 
Argument.     Zeno  was  a  Man  who  bufied  himfelf 
much  in  Politics.     What  wonder  therefore  that 
he  fhould  declare  for  this  Opinion  ?  Had  he  real- 

Cicero.  vol.  ii.  p.  549.  But  with  all  due  Deference  to  this 
fine  Writer,  this  i'urely  could  not  be  the  Cafe.  As  for  the 
Bulk  of  Mankind,  it  plainly  appears  from  the  Paflages 
brought  in  fupport  of  my  Argument,  that  their  Souls  were  to 
peritii  with  their  Bodies.  And  what  will  more  particularly 
deferve  our  Confideration,  Cicero  himfelf  gives  this  very  Ac 
count  of  their  Dcdrine  in  the  firft  Tufculan.  Zenoni  Stoico 

animus  ignis  videtur Si  cor  aut  fanguis  aut  cerebrum  eft 

animus,  certe,  quomam  eft  corpus,  interibit  cum  reliquo  cor- 
pore ;  fi  anima  etf,  fortaffe  diffipabitur ;  fi  ignis,  extinguetur. 
Tufc,  i,  9.  u. 
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iy  and  actually  difbeliev'd  a  future  State,  we  may 
be  aflbred  he  would  have  made  the  fame  Declara 
tion.  But  hear,  I  pray  you,  the  Words  of  the  Di 
vine  Legation  :  4C  Zeno  the  Founder  of  the  Porch 
"  followed  the  Mode,  in  writing  of  Laws  and  a  Re- 
"  public.  Agreeably  to  this  Part  of  his  Character 
"  we  find,  by  LaRantius,  that  he  taught  a  future 
"  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments  in  the  very 
"  Terms  of  Plato^  effe  infer os  Zeno ^  &V.  And 
<e  yet  not  to  mention  that  his  Follower  Chryfippus 
"  laughed  at  thefe  Things,  as  the  moft  Childifh 
"  of  all  Terrors,  we  know,"  &c.  vol.  i.  p.  391. 
3d  Ed. 

idly.  But  what  did  Zeno  believe  of  the  Account 
which  he  here  gives?  Did  he  believe  it  in  the  li 
teral  Senfe?  No,  Mr.  y.  hi mfelf  allows  that  he 
did  not.  But  then  he  could  believe  it  in  no  Senfe 
at  all ;  for  that  it  was  not  an  allegorical  and  fi 
gurative  Account,  has  been  already  proved.  What 
Force  then  can  this  Teftimony  have  in  the  pre- 
fent  Queftion? 

However,  our  Author,  on  the  Strength  of  this 
fmgle  PafTage  attempts  to  Ihew,  that  Zeno  not 
only  conftantly  profcffed,  but  fteddily  believed  a 
future  State.  As  if  one  fmgle  PafTage  would  prove 
that  his  Profefiion  was  conflant  and  invariable ;  as 
if  his  firm  and  uniform  Belief  of  this  Notion  could 
be  gather'd  from  aPafTage  in  which  he  declares  no 
Belief  of  it  at  all.  For  how  can  he  be  fuppofed 
to  declare  his  Belief  of  a  future  State,  if  he  did 
not  confider  the  Account  he  here  delivers  as  an 
Allegory,  nor  yet  admit  the  common  and  po 
pular  Notion  of  another  Life  ? 

Before  our  Author  can  make  any  Imprefilon  in 
Favour  of  his  Argument,  he  mufl  reply  diftincl:- 
ly  to  all  this  •,  and  likewife  to  the  following  Ob- 
iections.—If  Zeno  conftantly  prgfefs'd  and  be- 

liev'd 


Jiev'd  this  Notion,  whence  the  following  Rea- 
foning  of  Cicero  ?  Zenoni  Stoico  animus  ignis 
videtur — fi  fit  ignis,  extinguetur. — Interibic  cur# 
reliquo  corpore. 

On  this  Suppofition,  whence  comes  it  that  the 
Stoics  in  general  are  charged  by  Plutarch  with 
the  Denial  of  a  future  State  ? 

How  fhall  we  judge  of  the  Sentiments  of  Zeno 
and  the  more  early  Stoics,  of  whofe  Works  we 
have  fo  little  remaining  •,  but  by  thofe  of  their 
genuine  and  undoubted  Followers  ?  And  do  we 
find  from  thefe  laft  any  Reafon  to  fufpedb  that  the 
firft  were  conftant  in  the  AiTertion  and  Belief  of 
this  Doctrine  ? 

But  there  will  be  no  Occafion  to  dwell  longer 
on  this  Article.  It  is  eafy  to  fhew,  even  on  the 
Gentleman's  own  Principles,  that  Zeno  did  not 
believe  this  Notion.  "  The  Stoics,  fays  he, 
"  taught  that  the  Soul  at  Death  was  to  return  to 
"  its  congenial  Element."  Zeno  then  held  this 
Principle.  Now  I  have  fhewn  that  the  Soul,  in 
Confequence  of  this  Return,  was  to  lofe  its  fepa- 
rate  and  diftincl  Exiftence. 

Zeno  fancied  that  the  Soul  was  a  fiery  Sub- 
fiance.  What  then  was  the  congenial  Element, 
into  which  it  was  to  return  upon  Death  ?  Why, 
it  muft  of  Courfe  be  Fire.  And  with  what  View 
did  the  Stoics  fend  the  Souls  of  Men  into  this' 
Element  ?  Was  it  with  any  moral  Purpofe  and 
Defign  ?  No,  it  was,  as  Antoninus  exprefTcs  it, 
"  That  they  might  be  difTolved,  melted,  and 
"  burnt;  might  be  a  kind  of  Food  and  Nou- 
"  rifhment  to  the  nniverfal  Soul ;  might  fupply 
"  it  with  Materials,  in  order  to  produce  new 
<6  Beings." 

And  what  has  our  Author  to  oppofe  to  all 
this  ?  Why,  Zsno  fometimes  declared  for  another 

Life: 


Life  :  An  Obfervation  that  cannot  be  pertinently 
alledged  againft  any  but  thofe,  who  deny  that 
Zeno  ever  profefs'd  this  Notion.  As  to  the  pre- 
fent  Argument,  he  allows  that  the  Return  of  the 
Soul  to  its  congenial  Element,  was  the  real  Opi 
nion  or  fecret  Doctrine  of  Zeno^  and  I  have 
proved,  that  this  was  fuppofed  to  be  a  State  of 
mere  Infenfibility. 

I  will  now  add  a  Word  or  two  with  regard  to 
the  Doctrine  of  Cleanthes.  Diogenes  Laertius  does 
indeed  fay,  "  That  the  Souls  of  all  Men,  accord - 
46  ing  to  Cleanthes^  were  to  fubfift  till  the  gene- 
"  ral  Conflagration."  But  as  this  Account  is 
contrary  to  the  Teftimony  of  much  better  Wri 
ters,  I  am  far  from  thinking  it  an  unexception 
able  Proof  of  the  thing  afferted.  We  know  that 
Cleantbes  held  the  Soul  to  be  a  fiery  Subftance, 
as  well  as  the  other  Stoics  •,  and  therefore  in  the 
Opinion  of  Qcero  (if  that  have  any  weight  with 
our  Author)  he  mult  have  held  it  to  be  mortal 
in  the  lame  Senfe  with  them. 

Plutarch  allures  us,  that  the  Stoics  afllgned  this 
long  Duration  only  to  the  Soul  of  their  wife  Man. 
Tacitus  and  Seneca  fay  the  fame, 

Our  Author  himfelf  muft  own,  that  Diogenes 
Laertius  is  miilaken  in  the  Reprefentations  which 
he  here  gives.  "  The  Soul,  fays  Mr.  J.  accord- 
"  ing  to  the  Stoics,  was  to  return  to  its  congenial 
"  Element  at  Death."  If  then  Cleanthes  agreed 
with  Mr.  7.  in  this,  he  could  not  agree  with 
Diogenes  Laertius  too,  that  the  Soul  was  to  fub 
fift  till  the  general  Conflagration.  For  I  have 
fhewn,  that  this  Return  to  the  Elements  was  to 
be  immediate  upon  the  Separation  of  the  Soul 
and  Body.  I  have  fhewn  too,  that  it  was  fup 
pofed  to  be  deftructive  of  all  perfonal  and  di  ftinct 
Exiftence.  It  could  not  therefore  be  confiftent 

with 
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with  the  Notion  which  made  the  Soul  fubfift  tilt 
the  general  Conflagration. 

Laftly,  Does  not  our  Author  fee  that  Diogenes 
Laertius  reprefents  this  as  a  Do&rine  peculiar  to 
Cleantbes?  That  he  does  not  give  this  as  the 
common  and  general  Notion  of  the  Stoics  ?  And 
could  he  prove  that  one  or  two  Stoics  believ'd  a 
future  State,  what  would  this  fignify  to  the  main 
Queftion  ?  Or  how  would  it  prove  that  the  gene 
ral  Syftem  of  the  Stoics  was  not  fuch  as  I  have 
reprefented  it  in  the  lad  Chapter  ? 

We  have  next  two  PafTages  from  Clemens  of 
Alexandria  and  Nemefius^  both  which  relate  to 
the  Stoical  Notion  of  the  general  Renovation, 
and  have  been  examined  in  the  lad  Chapter. 

We  proceed  then  to  "  Athenagoras  the  Chri- 
"  ftian  Apologift,  who,  he  tells  us,  fays  that 
"  many  of  the  Philofophers  taught  the  Doctrine 
"  of  the  Refurreftiott.1'  Athenagoras  does  indeed 
fay  thi^  ;  but  then  the  Reafon,  alledged  in  fup- 
port  of  his  Opinion,  will  not,  I  prefume,  add 
much  to  the  Credibility  of  it.  The  Sum  of 
what  he  fays  is  this  ;  "  The  Philofophers  be- 
*c  lieved  the  Refurrection  of  the  Body.  For, 
46  according  to  them,  at  the  Diffolution  of  the 
**  Body,  the  Atoms,  which  compofe  ir,  will  not 
"  be  intirely  confumed  and  deftroy'd-,  and  if 
"  they  be  not  intirely  confumed,  they  MAY  ferve 
"  for  the  Formation  of  other  Bodies  f."  Ad 
mirable  Reafoner  !  the  Philofophers  held  Princi 
ples  on  which  the  Doctrine  'of  the  Refurrection 

of 
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of  the  Body  might  be  defended ;  therefore  the 
Pbilbfophers  believed  the  Refurredlion  of  the  Bo 
dy.  One  would  imagine,  from  many  Strokes 
of  equal  Force  in  Mr.  Jackforfs  Writings,  that 
he  had  learnt  his  Art  of  Logic  from  this  Father, 
The  Philofophers  held  that  the  Matter  of  the 
Body  would  not  be 'annihilated  and  deftroyed  at 
Death.  But  mud  they  therefore  hold  that  it 
would  be  united  again  to  the  fame  Soul,  and  rife 
to  a  future  State  of  Happinefs  and  Mifery  ?  By 
this  means  we  mail  put  Epicurus,  Democritus* 
and  all  their  Followers  in  Poffeffion  of  this  Doc 
trine,  for  they  too  maintained,  that  the  Matter 
of  the  Body  would  not  be  annihilated  and  reduced 
to  nothing  at  Death. 

Hue  accedit  uti  quidque  in  fua  corpora  rurfum 
Dillblvat  natura,  neque  ad  nihilurn  interimat  res, 

Cedit  enim  rerum  novitate  extrufa  vetuftas ; 
Semper  et  ex  aliis  aliud  reparare  necefie  eft, 
Nee  quidquam  in  barathrum,  nee  tartara  deci- 

dit  atra ; 
Materies  opus  eft,  ut  crefcant  poftera  fecla. 

Lucretius*  i.  216.  iii.  980. 

Hence  our  Author  may,  if  he  pleafes,  infer 
that  Lucretius  too  believed  the  Dodrine  of  the 
Refurredion.  His  inference  would  be  full  as 
good  as  Athenagoras's. 

But  our  Author  proceeds:  "  Another  Cbri- 
£C  ftian  Writer  fays,  that  the  ancient  Philofbpher 
<c  and  Legislator  Zoroajier  taught  the  Refur- 
<c  rection  of  the  Dead."  So  then,  Zoroajier  too 


tx.  (Atv  TOJV  uyvfAacTdiv,  accrx,  f/iv  Hricvw-jiuv)  rtiv  vor.Txy 
OT  TAP  KftAYEI  KATA  TON  nTGAFOPAN  KAI 
TON  FIAAT&NA;  FENOMENI-iS  TH2  AIAATZEUS  Ti2N, Zft- 
MATfiN,  EH  QN  THN  AP.XKN  2INESTH,  AOO  TviN  ATTliX 
ATTA  KAI  IJAAIN  STSTHNAl.  ^^a/.  ^r9  GAx?/ 
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is  become  a  Greek  Philolbpher;  or  what  docs  he 
do  here  ?  Mr.  W*  numbered  him  amongft  the 
ancient  Lawgivers,  who  not  only  beliewd)  but 
propagated  the  Do6lrine  of  a  future  State.  BIK 
ibme  are  of  Opinion,  that  there  were  Several 
Zoroafters.  Who  knows,  but  that  one  amongft 
them  might  a  be  Greek  Philofophcr?  And  I  believe 
Mr.  J.  has  as  good  a  right  to  make  bis  a  Fol 
lower  of  Plato^  as  another  learned  Man  to  make 
his,  a  Servant  of  Daniel  the  Prophet. 

The  Jail  Paffage  runs  thus, — "  Cicero  fays  it 
"  was  the  fixed  Opinion  of  the  Ancients,   that 
*'  there  was  Perception  in  the  State  of  Death  *." 
Of  what  Ancients  does  Cicero  here  fpeak.?  Of 
the  rude  and  barbarous  Inhabitants  of  ojd  Italy. 
Now  what  have  thefe  People  to  do  in  a  Queftion, 
which  relates   only  to   the   old  Philolbphers  of 
Greece  ?  Is  -this  then  the  Citation  that  is  to  pin 
the  Bafket,  and  knit  up  his  other  Proofs  into  a 
Demonftration?  For  a  dole  Follower  of  his  Point 
you  will  hardly  find  his  Fellow.  To  ihew  us  that 
he  never  lofes  Sight  of  the  Quefcion,  which  is, 
whether  the  Greek  Pbilofofhers  believed  a  future 
State,  he  begins  with  the   Tr-allians   and  Gala- 
tian.s,  and  ends  with  the  rude  and  barbarous  In 
habitants  of  old  Italy.     Were  thefe  put  upon  him 
for  old  Greek  Philofophers  ?   Or  would  he  put 
them  upon  us  for  fuch  ?    But  it  is  no  great  Mat 
ter  which.    For  I  will  do  him  the  Juftice  to  own, 
that  the  two  Ends  of  his  Evidence  are  juft  as 
much  to  the  Purpofe  as  the  Middle.    But,  as  he 
could  not  be  fo  grofiy    ignorant,  nor,  I  mould 
think.,  fo  .abandoned  to  Controverly  -9  we  muft 

s  Unum  illucl  erat  ir.fitum  prifcis.  illis,  quos  Cafcos  appe!- 
lat  Ennius,  effe  yi  mprte  fenfum  ;  neque  exccflu  vitefic  de- 
leri  hominenij  ut  funditus  :ntai:e-t,  fJ^.-,  Tuft.  Q  i.  j^. 
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ieek  another  Caufe  of  fo  abfurd  a  Management 
of  this  Difpute.     We  are  to  know    then,  that 
this  mortified  ConfefTor  to  Anti-nicene  Principles 
has  long  dealt  in  that  kind  of  Logic,  called  Ar- 
gumentum  ad  invidiam.     With  this,    his  Pam 
phlets  againft  Mr.  W.  begun.    His  Title  Page 
of  the  firsJ*  profeffes-  to  [hew^  the  Doctrine  of  the 
ancient  Philofophers  concerning  a  future  State \  con- 
fiftent  with  Reafon^    AND   THE  BELIEF  OF    IT 
DEMONSTRATED  ;  infmuating  that  Mr.  W.  had 
written  fomething  againft  the  Belief  and  Reafon- 
ablenefs  of  that  DocTrine.    When  he  was  in  fo 
good  a  Train  he  purfued  it ;  and  not  finding  the 
Philofophers  always  at  his  Service,  he  fupplies,  their 
Place  with  Lawgivers  and  their  People,  Orators, 
Hiftorians,   Greeks  >  Barbarians^  Bond  and  Free : 
By  which  Addrefs,  he  gained  this  further  Pur- 
pofe,  of  a  new  Insinuation,  that  Mr.  W.  denied 
that  any -of  the  Ancients  believed  a  future  State  : 
And  whatever  Reader  could  be  brought  to  think 
that  of  him,  might  eafily   be  brought  to  think 
that  he  himielf  believed  none  at  all. 

I  have  examined  feveral  of  his  Quotations  in 
other  Places.  I  will  juft  add  one  or  two  more 
here.  Celfus  in  Qrigen  fays,  "  It  was  the  Bufi- 
"  nefs  of  the  Interpreters  and  Myftagogues  of 
*c  the  facred  Myfteries  to  inftruct  thofe  who  were 
<c  initiated  in  them  in  the  Doclrine  of  a  future 
4C  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments  •,  from  the 
"  Belief  of  which  Doclrine  (he  addsj  no  Mortal 
*c  ought  ever  to  depart"  p.  90, 

By  thefe  laft  Words,  I  fuppofe,  he  would  in 
timate  that  Celfus  here  delivers  his  own  Senti 
ments.  But,  is  it  not  going  a  little  too  far  in 
Favour  of  an  Hypothecs  to  fetch  in  a  Follower 
of  Epicurus  as  a  real  Believer  of  a  future  State  ? 
for  that  Celfus  was  actually  of  this  Seel;  feems 

to 
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to  be  the  general  Opinion  of  the  beft  Critics k. 
We  have  been  told  indeed  in  this  Controverfy, 
that  he  did  not  belong  to  this  School.  <c  As  to 
"  Celfus  (fays  Mr.  Tillard)  I  abfolutely  deny  that 
"  he  was  an  Epicurean  ;  he  profefTes  folemnly  a 
"  great  many  times  to  believe  in  God,  and  a  fu- 
"  ture  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments.5' 
Reply i  p.  88.  Had  this  learned  Gentleman  re- 
fle&ed  on  the  following  Pafiage  of  Gudivorth,  he 
Would  not,  I  dare  fay,  have  grounded  his  Argu 
ment  on  thefe  Profefllons.  "  Tho'  Celfus  were 
"  fufpefted  by  Origen  to  have  been  an  Epicu- 
*c  rean,  yet  did  he  at  lead  perfonate  a  Platonift  too, 
<c  The  Reafon  whereof  might  be,  not  only  becaufe 
"  ihz  Platonic  and  Pythagoric  Seel:  was  the  diviri- 
"  eft  of  all  the  Pagans^  and  that  which  approached 
"  nearefl  Chriftianity  and  the  Truth  ;  and  by  that 
"  means  could  with  greateft  Confidence  hold  up 
"  the  Buckler  againil  Chriftianity  and  encounter 

tc  it."  p.  558.    ' 

et  Pythagoras  (fays  Mr.  Jackfori)  who  was  in- 
46  ftru&ed  in  the  Myfteries  of  Egypt >  Chdldaa,  and 
"  Greece,  taught  that  the  Souls  of  pious  and  good 
u  Men  returned  unto  God,  and  that  thofe  of  the 
€e  wicked  were  punifhed  in  Hades*'  p.  91.  and 
for  this  we  are  referred  to  JamUichufs  Life  of 
Pythagoras^  Seel.  178.  If  the  Paffage  referred  to 

k  "  And  yet  the  Banter  came  more  decently  out  of  Celfus 
"  an  Epicurean's  Mouth,  than  out  of  J ufian's."  Bentleys  Re 
marks  upon  a  Difcourfe  of  Free-thinking  part  ii.  p.  24. 

Celfi  duo  Epicure! — hie  pofterior  is  ipfe  eft  qui  contra  Ju- 
daeos  &  Chriftianos  fcripfit  iibrum  fub  litulo,  quern  ab  Anti- 
phonte  mutuatus  eft  Aoya  atoSuf,  quemque  egregie  opere  eo 
quod  extat  confutavit  Origenes,  teftatus  eum  in  hoc  Epicurif- 
raum  diffimulafTe,  p.  141.  163.  200.  Fabricius,  Biblioth.  Gr. 
Vol  ii.  p  Peg. 

The  late  Edition  of  Lucian  will  fupply  us  with  fome  frelh 
Authorities  to  the  fame  Furpofe.  Fid.  bis  Alexander  or  Pfeu- 
domantis. 

L  3  proves 


proves  any  thing  but  the  Quoter's  Inattention  to 
his  Author,  it  is  his  /'//  Faith  •,  who  could  give 
this  as  as  Proof  that  Pythagoras  taught  that  the 
Souls  of  pious  and  good  l\&tt  RETURNED  UNTO 
GOD.  The  Cafe  was  this,  as  his  H^oJambUchus 
tells  the  Story  :  "  An  impudent  Fellow,  with  a 
*c  Defign  to  ridicule  the  Doctrine  of  Pythagoras^ 
cc  in  which  he  afTerted  that  the  Souls  of  Men 
cc  would  return  again  ;  defired  him  to  carry  a 
"  Letter  to  his  Father,  as  he  was  to  defcend 
"  foon  into  the  infernal  Regions  -,  and  that  he 
<c  would  bring  an  Anfwer  when  he  returned 
"  again  V  Now  does  not  the  very  Cafe  fup- 
pofed  neceflfarily  imply,  that  what  Pythagoras  \§ 
laid  to  afleit  cf  the  tout's  returning  againy  was  its 
Return  eo  the  prefent  World  ?  how  elfe  was  he 
to  bring  an  Anfwer  from  the  Father  to  the  Son  ? 
Yet  is  this  Paflage  produced  by  our  candid  and 
accurate  Divine  to  prove  that  Pythagoras  taught 
the  Return  of  the  Soul  to  God. 

And  now,  Reader,  you  have  what  he  calls  his 
Demonftration.  And,  ilruck  with  the  Force  and 
Number  of  the  Citations  which  make  it  up,  he 
cries  out,  in  an  Air  of  Triumph,  "  After  thefe 
"  and  Multitudes  of  other  plain  Paffages,  which 
<c  might  be  alledged,  and  wherein  the  Sentiments 
"  of  the  Philofophers  concerning  a  future  State 
*c  are  clearly  expreiled,  one  may  as  reafonably 
*:  doubt  'whether  any  Chriflians  ever  did  or  do  be- 
<c  li  we  a  future  State,  as  whether  the  Philofophers 
*  l  did  believe  it."  p.  99.  But  for  all  thefe  big  Words, 
his  Demonftration  is  yet  to  make  ;  and,  I  believe, 
as  far  off  as  ever.  For  as  to  thefe  Paffages,  fome 

1   life;  h  Tov  ircfov,   a1?   W=TO,  xar^y'^uvra,   ^jal^ibwv,   sv  aii(t 
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of  them  we  have  iliewn,  do  not  relate  to  a  future 
State  ;  others  do  not  relate  to  thofe  Philofophers 
to  whom  the  prefent  Queftion  is  confined  •,  and 
the  Remainder  relate  to  no  Philofophers  at  all. 

I  was  fome  time  at  a  Lofs  for  the  Conceit  of 
his  chufing  fuch  an  out-of-the-way  Name  for 
them  as  Demonftration.  But  I  imagine  he  has 
obferved  that  this  Word,  in  Controverfy,  has  the 
fame  good  Effect  that  the  Man  in  the  Comedy 
found  Captain  to  have  in  civil  Life  :  It  was  a 
good  travelling  Name,  and  kept  the  Oftlers  and 
Tapfters  in  Refpeft,  juft  as  this  does  the  gentle 
Reader. 

But  had  thefe  PafTages  been  ever  fo  explicite 
and  direct  ;  what  would  they  prove  more  than  that 
the  Philofophers  didfometimes  declare  for  a  future 
State  ?  But  then  it  fhould  not  be  forgot,  that 
they  didfometimes  declare  againft  it  •,  it  mud  be 
remembered  too,  that,  even  on  Mr.Jackfon's  own 
Principles,  the  Paffages  in  which  they  declare 
againft  another  Life,  muft  neceflarily  be  referred 
to  the  fecret  and  private  Doctrine.  The  only 
Queftion  then,  is,  whether  we  are  to  look  for 
their  real  Sentiments  in  their  fecret  and  efoteric, 
or  in  their  popular  and  common  teaching1". 

CHAP. 

m  The  Gentleman,  in  his  laft  Pamphlet,  often  repeats  and 
infifts,  that  none  but  the  Difciples  of  Pyrrho  and  Epicurus 
can  be  charged  with  the  Denial  and  Rejeftion  of  a  futura 
Stare.  A  Man  muft  furely  have  a  itrange  Paffion  for  thefe 
old  Philofophers,  and  an  equal  Contempt  for  his  Reader, 
who  will  thus  boldly  and  obftinately  aflert,  to  the  very  laft, 
their  Belief  cf  this  Notion,  after  what  has  been  {hewn  td 
the  contrary  from  the  beft  Writers  of  Antiquity.  If  he  was 
capable  cf  Convi&Ion,  one  might  urge  him  with  the  Dia 
logues  of  Plato,  from  one  of  which  we  learn  tha:  the  Patrons 
of  the  Mortality  of  the  Soul  were  <very  numerous,  let  3«  ne^t 
*K  fyXK  no.AAHN  AFIiSTIAN 


.—  -  Afterwards  this  very  Opinion  i?  called,  TO 
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CHAP.    VII. 

the  Philofophers  believed  the  Soul  to  be 
of  the  'very  fame  Nature  and  Subftance 
with  God  himfelf.  That  this  Notion  of  the 
Soul  <was  inconjijtent  with  the  Belief  of  a 
future  State.  I'hefe  two  Points  proved  on 
the  Authority  of  the  primitive  Writers  of 
the  Chriflian  Church. 

I  Shall  open  this  Chapter  with    the   following 
Paffage  from  the  learned  Writer,  whofe  Sen 
timents  I  am  here  examining.     Speaking  of  Mr 

Warburton^ 


CTTW;  fc»?  «//-«. 

X3»  ayru  TS  euat  TSTO  rt^og  ft  Phsedo,  p.  380,  384.  Ed. 
Ficin.  Cicero  too  affures  us  that  the  Number  of  thofe,  who 
efpoufed  this  Notion  was  very  conjiderable.  Catervee  weniunt 
contradicentium  ;  nee  folum  Epicureorum—  acerrume  autem 
delicias  meas  Dica^archus  contra  hanc  immortalitatem  difle- 
luit.  Tufc  .  i.  3  1  .  It  was  the  common  Principle  of  Epicurus 
and  his  Followers,  <{  that  Death  was  nothing  to  us,  or  that 
"  we  have  no  real  Intereft  in  the  State  which  is  to  fucceed  it." 
Now  Plutarch  aflures  us  that  many  other  Philofophers  af- 
ferted  this  very  Principle  as  well  as  Epicurus.  De  audiend. 
foetis,  lail  page. 

But  what  is  the  united  Force  of  Plato,  Cicero,  and  Plu 
tarch  againft  Mr.  "Jackfon,  when  he  is  in  the  Humour  of  De- 
monjlrating?  He  w\\\demonftrate  againft  them,  as  he  has  done 
already  againft  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  that  none  but  the  Fol 
lower*  of  Pyrrho  and  Epicurus  can  be  charged  with  the  Denial 
and  Rejection  of  a  future  State.  But  the  Fit  was  ftrong  upon 
him  when  he  talked  at  this  rate.  In  his  fober  Intervals,  I 
would  fain  know  what  he  thinks  of  the  following  Philofophers 
mentioned  by  Arijlotle?  He  tells  us,  "  that  according  to  the 
*'  Syftem  of  thefe  Men,  Matter  was  the  firft  Original  and 
"  Principle  of  all  Things  ;  that  all  Beings  were  made  out  of 
"  it,  and  would  be  again  refolved  into  it."  And  all  this,  as 
appears  from  Arijlotle,  without  the  Intervention  of  any  intel 
ligent  or  living  Caufe.  For  he  objefts  to  it,  that  it  could 

give 
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Warlurton,  he  fays,  "  I  defire  he  will  try  his 
"  Talents  againft  any  thing  I  have  wrote,  and 
"  that  he  will  let  the  Public  fee  whether  he  un- 

derftands 

give  no  Account  of  the  Origin  of  Motion;  or  of  the  Harmc- 
ny  and  Order  which  appears  in  the  prefent  Frame  of  Things. 
Metaphyf.  1.  i.  3. 

Here  then  was  a  Set  of  downright  Atheifts,  befides  Pyrrbo 
and  Epicurus,  who  were  neither  perfuaded  of  the  Being  of  a 
God,  or  a  Providence.  I  need  not  therefore  go  about  to  fliew, 
that  they  did  not  believe  a  future  State.  And  I  give  this  In- 
ilance  for  two  Reafons,  firit  to  ihew  this  deep  Man  that  the 
Philofophers  who  rejecled  a  future  State  were  far  more  numer 
ous  than  he  teems  to  have  imagined.  Secondly,  as  I  have  to 
do  with  fo  very  warm  and  zealous  an  Admirer  of  the  old  Phi 
lofophers,  to  fhew  his  Readers  that  the  Number  of  rank 
Atheifts  amongft  them  was  far  more  confiderable  than  he  has 
thought  fit  to  reprefent  it.  Many  of  the  Ionic  Order,  if  we  may 
believe  Ariftotle,  had  not  only  fipped  a  little  about  the  Edges 
of  this  poifonous  Cup,  but  had  drunk  deep,  and  fwallowed 
the  very  fouleft  of  its  Dregs. 

But,  as  the  Gentleman  fo  ftrenuoufly  infifts,  that  all  the 
Philofophers  entertain'd  this  Notion  except  the  Pyrrl>QniftsxK& 
Epicureans  \  I  could  wifh  he  would  inform  us  what  he  thinks 
of  the  Cynics.  I  do  not  find  any  clear  Teftimonies  on  Re 
cord,  that  they  conftantly  and  uniformly  believ'd  a  future 
State.  When  Diogenes  was  afked,  "  Whether  Death  was 
"  attended  with  any  Mifery,"  he  replied,  "  How  can  it  be 

attended  with  any  Mifery  as  it  deprives  us  of  all  Senfe  ?" 
«  xaxo?  o  SavaTo?;  TT&;;,  «7re,  xa#o?,  ou  Trot^ovroq  cvx. 
i.  Diogenes  Laertius,  vi.  68.  Menace,  upon  the 
Place  obferves,  —  Epicurus  propterea  mortem  nihil  ad  nos  pro- 
nunciavit  :  Nam  quod  diflblutum  eft,  fenfu  caret  :  Quod  fen- 
fu  caret,  nihil  ad  nos.  -  It  is  reported  of  this  fame  Dio 
genes,  that,,  a  little  before  he  died,  he  declared,  that  Sleep 
and  Death  were  two  Brothers,  or  that  we  mould  be  no  more 
fenfible  of  any  Evii  after  Death,  than  during  a  deep  and  pro 
found  Sleep.  At&y.-r/^  •*ra*;t$»{  e<?  VWKW,  xai 


QV  HJJ      o    yuo   aX(poj  re 

o  VTTVOC  TOV  S^I'^TOV.  Plutarch  ad  Apollonium,  p.  107. 
That  1  have  given  the  true  Meaning  of  Diogenes,  I  may  ap 
peal  to  Plutarch  himfelf,  who  brings  this  very  Saying  as  a. 
Proof  that  Death  was  confider'd  as  a  State  of  mere  infenfi- 
bility.  One  Demetrius,  a  Follower  of  this  Seel,  (peaks  to 
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<c  derftands  tie  Scriptures,  and  the  primitive 
*c  Writers  of  the  Chriftian  Church -,  any  better 
"  than  he  does  7V0/0  and  Virgil\  for  had  he  un- 
"  derftood.  the  former,  he  would  not  have  faid 
"  that  the  Philoibphers  neither  .did  nor  could  be- 
*'  /*H'£  a  future  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifli- 
"  merits3." 

But  why  is  he  invited  to  try  his  Talents?  This 
was  never  his  Motive  In  Writing.  And  if  it  was, 
he  would  chufe  a  very  different  kind  of  Men  to 

the  following  Purpofe  in  Seneca  :  Si  animus  fortuita  contemp- 
fu,  fi  deorurn  hominumque  formidinem  tjecit,  et  fcit  non 
multum  efle  ab  homine  timendum,  a  deo  nihil,  fi  contemptor 
omnium,  quibus  torquetur  vita,  eo  pcrdudlus  eft,  ut  illi  li- 
queat  mortem  nullius  mali  ejfe  mater  lam,  mukorum  finem.  De 
Benefoiis,  vii.  i . 

But  I  muft  not  omit,  in  Conclufion,  to  take  Notice  of  a 
very  extraordinary  Charge  of  Mifrcprefentatlon  brought  againft 
me  by  this  much  injured  Man.  His  Words  are  thefe,— "  He 
*'  [the  Author  of  the  Inquiry\  fays  that  I  undertook  to  de- 

'*  jnonfirate  that  the  PKiloiophers  believ'd  a  future  State. 

<{  It  is  pity  but  he  had  pointed  out  the  Place*  where  I  under- 
•'  took  to  demor.ftrate  what  he  fays  I  did."  p.  13. 

What!  after  all  this  B.ufile,  nfliamed  of  his  Demorjlratian 
at  laft !  But  don't  thiiji  this  will  make  him  ailiamed  of  him- 
feff.  His  Shame  is  equal  to  another  Man's  AJfuranct.  Other- 
wife  he  would  never  deny  what  not  only  every  Reader,  but 
every  Buyer  of  his  Book  could  convidl  him  of;  ihcTitbPoj* 
of  which  runs  thus,  '*  The  Dodlrine  of  the  ancient  Philofo- 
'*  phers  concerning  a  future  State  (hewn  10  be  confiilent  with 
*f  Reafon,  and  the  Belief  of  it  DEMONSTRATE u." 

a  Mr.  Jackforf*  Difence,  p.  52.  Thrfc  are  his  very  Words. 
And  yet,  which  is  fcarce  credible,  in  his  late  Defence  he 
fay?,  "  I  made  no  Appeal  to  Antiquity  *  nor  did  I  give  our 
'*  Critic  any  Occafion  to  fliew  his  Extent  of  Learning  among 
"  theCbri/lian  Writers  upon  this  Subject  at  all.'*  p.  53.  No 
Stppeal !  why  'tis  a  Challenge  in  the  very  Air  of  Hofkly-bolf, 
fl'o  fty  the  'i'rutli,  there  are  Reafons  why  he  (hould  have  no 
great  Relifli  for  an  Appeal  to  the  primitive  Writers.  But  what 
then,  lam  not  the  firll  who  have  expofed  his  Ignorance  in  An 
tiquity  ;  and  am  not  likely,  un.ieis  this  cures  him  of  the  Hu,- 
in  our  of  demonjlrating.  to  be  the  laft. 

write 
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write  againft.  He  contents  himfelf  to  demon- 
ftrate  that  the  Philosophers  did  not  believe  a  fu 
ture  State :  And  willingly  leaves  it  to  Mr.  Jack- 
fon  to  perfitt  in  affirming  that  the  Sacred  and  Pri 
mitive  Writers  did  not  believe  z.  Primly. 

However,  we  now  find  that  the  AfTertion, 
which  gives  fo  much  Offence  to  the  learned  Wri 
ter,  is,  that  the  Philosophers  could  not  believe,  or 
that  their  Notion  of  the  Soul  was  inconjiftent  with 
the  Belief  of  a  future  State.  And  here  we  are 
told,  that,  had  not  Mr.  Warburton  been  an  utter 
Stranger  to  the  primitive  Writers  of  the  Chri- 
flian  Church,  he  never  could  have  fallen  into  fo 
grols  and  palpable  a  Blunder.  Now,  after  all, 
fhould  it  turn  out  that  feveral  of  thefe  fpeak  for 
him  ;  that  they  charge  the  Philofophers  with  the 
very  fame  Notion,  in  refpecl;  to  the  human  Soul ; 
that  they  arraign  this  Notion  of  the  Soul  as  in- 
confiftent  with  the  Belief  of  a  future  State ;  if 
this,  I  fay,  fhould  appear  to  be  the  Cafe  ;  what 
muft  we  think  of  the  learned  Gentleman,  who 
thus  inful ts  his  Adverfary  with  his  Ignorance  of 
ecciefiafticaJ  Antiquity  -,  and  fends  him  to  thefe 
very  Authors,  for  a  full  Confutation  of  all  he 
has  advanced  on  this  Head  ?  That  this  however 
was  the  real  Fact,  I  mall  now  undertake  to  prove, 
how  certain  foever  to  incur  the  Cenfure  and  Con 
tempt  of  this  wonderfully  learned  Man. 

The  firft  Abfurdity  charged  upon  thefe  ancient 
Sages,  by  the  Author  of  the  Divine  Legation^ 
is,  that  they  maintained  the  Soul  to  be  really 
and  actually  a  Part  of  God  •,  that  they  believed 
it  to  be  of  the  very  fame  Nature  and  Subltancc 
with  God.  himfelf.  This  has  been  reprefented 
as  a  fanciful  and  idle  Notion ;  as  unllipportcd 
by  every  thing  but  a  Fondnds  to  weaken  and 
deftroy  the  Credit  of  the  old  Philofophers.  But 

groundlels, 
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groundlefs  and  chimerical  as  this  Notion  may 
appear  to  Mr.  Jackfon,  it  is  countenanced  and 
avowed  by  thofe  very  Writers,  to  whofe  Autho 
rity  he  here  refers  us.  'Tertuliian  charges  Plato 
with  holding  the  Divinity  of  the  Soul  in  fo  very1 
plain  and  ftrong  Terms,  as  to  leave  no  room  for 
Cavil  and  Difpute:  Primo  quidem  oblivionis  ca- 
pacem  animam  non  cedam,  quia  t  ant  am  illi  con- 
ceffit  divinitatem^  itt  Deo  adxquctur  b.  Arnobius? 
ridiculing  the  Folly  and  Extravagance  of  this 
fame  Notion,  fays,  Nunquam,  inquam,  crede- 
rent  Typho  &  arrogantia  fublevati,  prima  effe  fe 
numina>  &  tequalia  principis  dignitati  c.  St.  Je- 
rom  confirms  the  fame  in  refpect  to  the  Followers 
of  Pythagoras  .  Juxta  Pytbagoricorum  dogmata, 
qui  hominem  exasquant  Deo,  &  de  ejus  dicunt 
efle  fubftantia  d.  St.  Auftin  charges  them  home 
with  the  fame  Sentiments,  Cedant&illi  quos  qui 
puduit  dicere  Deum  corpus  effe,  veruntamen 


b  De  Anima,  c.'xxiv. 

c  Adver.  Gentes,  1.  ii.  The  very  learned  Dr.  Chapman,  in 
one  of  his  Tracb,  fays,  "  How  is  it  credible  that  all  the  Fa- 
"  thers,  who  cenfured  and  corre6le<l  the  Philofophy  of  Plato, 
*6  (hould  yet  have  lower  Notions  of  the  human  Soul  than 
"  /Ya/ohimfelf,  and  his  Difciples  r"  (Remarks  on  Cbrijlianity 
as  old  as  the  Creation,  Par.  ii.  p.  36.)  This  was  alledged  againft 
lindal,  who,  with  an  Infolence  and  Folly  peculiar  to  himfelf, 
had  ventured  to  affirm  that  the  Fathers  did  not  maintain  the 
Immateriality  of  the  human  Soul.  Now  the  Weaknefs  and 
Ramnefs  of  this  Affertion  the  Doclor  has  expofcd  at  large, 
and  treated  with  the  Contempt  that  it  deferves.  But  when  he 
declares  it  incredible,  "  that  the  Fathers  ftiould  have  lower 
"  Notions  of  the  Soul  than  Plato"  I  fuppofe  he  only  means 
that  they  did  not  carry  their  Notions  of  the  Soul  fo  low  as  to 
make  it  mere  Matter  :  And  it  is  undeniable,  that  moft  of  them 
did  not.  However,  it  is  certain  that  "  they  had  lower  No- 
•'  tions  of  the  Soul  than  Plato  ;"  as  they  cenfure  his  Philofo 
phy  on  this  very  Score  ;  blame  him  for  extolling  the  Soul  fo 
high,  and  putting  it  on  the  fame  Foot  with  God. 

*  Ctefiphon.  adver.  Pelagianos, 

2  ejufdem 


pjufdem  natural  cujus  ille  eft,  animos  noftros  efTe 
putaverunt ;  ita  non  eos  movit  tanta  mutabilitas 
animtf,  quam  Dei  nature  tribucre  nefas  eft e. 
Thus  far  thefe  learned  Fathers  •,  and  what  has  the 
Author  of  the  Divine  Legation  faid  more  than 
they  ? 

Now  this  prepares  us  for  the  chief  Point  which 
I  propofe  to  eftablifh  on  the  Authority  of  the 
primitive  Writers  of  the  Chriftian  Church  ;  and 

e  De  Civ.  Dei.  viii.  5.  I  had  defigned  to  clofe  this  Head 
with  the  Citations  abovementioned ;  but  as  the  learned  Writer 
infults  us  with  the  Authority  of  the  Fathers,  I  muft  beg  leave 
to  recommend  to  his  Notice,  the  following  Pafihges  of  St.  Au- 
ftin.  Ergo  &  Jovem,  ut  Deus  fit,  &  maxime,  ut  rex  Deorumf 
non  alium  poflunt  qxiftimare  quam  Mundum,  ut  in  diis  casteris, 
fecundum  iftos  fuis  partibus  regnet.  In  hanc  fententiam  etianv 
quofdam  verfus  Valerii  Sorani  exponit  Varro,  in  eo  libro,  quam 
feorfum  ab  iftis  de  cultu  Deorum  fcripfit.  Qui  verfus  hi  funt, 

Jupiter  omnipotens,  regum  rex  Jpfe,  Deufque, 
Progenitor  GenitrixqueDeum,  Deus  unus  &  omnis. 

Exponuntur  autem  in  eodem  libro,  ita  ut  eum  marem  ex- 
iflimarent,  qui  femen  emitteret,  fceminam  qua?  acciperet,  Jo- 
vemque  effe  Mundum,  &  eum  omniafemina  ex  fe  emittere,  & 
in  fe  recipere ;  qua  caufa,  inquit,  fcripfit Soranus,  '•  Jupiter  Pro- 
"  genitor  Genitrixque."  Nee  minus  cum  caufa.  unum  &  idem  ejje 
omnia.  (De  C.  D.  ix.  7.)  And  do  not  thefe  lafl  Words  give 
us  the  very  Language  of  Spinoza  ? 

Again  :  Attendant; — fiMundi  animus  Deus  eft,  eique  am 
mo  Mundus  ut  corpus  eft,  ut  fit  unum  animal  conftans  ex  ani- 
mo  &  corpora  ,•  atque  ifte  Deus  eft  fmus  quidam  naturae,  in 
feipfo  continens  omnia,  ut  ex  ipfius  anima,  qua  vivificatur  tota 
ifta  moles  vitae  atque  animae  cun&orum  viventium,  pro  cujurque 
nafcentis  forte  fumantur,  nihil  omnino  remanere  pofle.  quod 
non  Jit  pars  Dei.  Qupdfiita  ejl,  qui  $  non  vidcat  quanta  impitias 
&  irreligiofaas  confequatur.  Ut  quod  calcaverit  quifque,  partcm 
Dei  calcet,  &  in  omni  animante  ocddendo  par 3  Dei  trucidetur. 
Again  : — De  ipfo  rational!  animante,  i.  e.  homine,  quid  infe- 
licius  credi  poteft,  quam  Del  partem  vapulare,  cumpuer  <va- 
pulat  ?  "Jam  vero  partes  Dei  fieri  /afcivas,  iniquas,  impias, 
atque  omnino  damnabiles,  quis  ferre  pofiit  nifi  qui  prorfus  infa- 
niat  ?  Poitremo,  quid  irafcitur  iis,  a  quibus  non  colitur,  cum 
a  fuis partibus  non  colatur,  (DeC.  D.iy.  12,  13.) 

that 
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that  is,  tkat  the  Phiiofopbers  could  not  believe  a 
future  State.  When  I  fay  that  the  Philofophers 
could  not  believe  a  future  State*  I  mean  confiftent- 
]y  with  their  Notions  of  the  human  Soul.  This, 
I  know,  has  been  treated  as  a  ftrange  Paradox.' — 
What!  could  the  Philoibphers  hold  the  Immor 
tality  of  the  Soul,  and  yet  reject  a  future  State  ? 
Nay,  what  is  mod  extraordinary,  were  they  ob 
liged  to  deny  the  laft,  barely  becaufe  they  be- 
lieved  the  fir  It  ?  This  is  indeed  the  Do&rine  of 
the  Divine  Legation  ;  and,  what  is  more,  'tis  the 
Dodtrine  of  thofe  very  primitive  Writers.,  to  whom 
the  learned  Gentleman  fo  gravely  fends  us  for  In 
formation  on  this  Head.  And  fmce  they  charge 
die  Philofophers  with  giving  the  Soul  the  very 
fame  Nature  and  Subftance  with  God  himfelf ; 
with  making  it  immortal  in  the  fame  Senfe  with 
him f  •,  or,  which  is  the  fame,  affigning  it  a  Ne- 
cefiary  and  Self  Exiftence ;  what  Wonder  that 
they  Ihould  accufe  this  Dodtrine  of  the  Soul,  as 
.inconfittent  with  the  Belief  of  a  future  State  ? 
That  tins  is  a  plain  and  neceflary  Confequence, 
I  appeal  to  a  Writer,  who  will  not  be  charged 
v/ith  Prejudice  and  Partiality  in  favour  of  the 
Argument  of  the  Divine  Legation,  "  It  was  a 
<6  ilrange  Notion,  indeed,  when  one  conliders, 
*-'  that  human  Souls  do  much  Evil  here ;  that 
4C  they  are  ignorant9*  that  they  are  wiij~trable\ 
"  which  cannot  ilirely  be  faid  of  God.  How  are 
*'  they  to  be  detruded  into  Swine,  or  any  Ani- 
4C  ma],  by  way  of  Puni/hment  ?  Is  a  Part  of  God* 
"  capable  of  being  punifoed  ?  and  capable  of  de- 
cc  ferving  this  by  Mifdemeanors  ?  or  how  muft 

f  VuUis,  homines,  iflum  typhum,  fuperciliumque  deponere, 
qui  Dcum  vobi?  adfcifcitis  Patrem,  &  cum  eo  c;>ntenditi$  im~ 
fKortalitatcm  haksrc  cw  unam?  Arnobius  advcr.  Gentes, 
1.  ii- 
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"  one  Part  of  God  punifh  another  Part  of  Him?" 
Sykes's  Connexion  of  Nat.  and  Rev.  Religion,  p. 
394.  Let  it  be  obferved,  that  I  onJy  cite  this 
Authority  to  fhew,  that  this  Notion  of  the  Soul 
was  inconfiftent  with  the  Doctrine  of  a  future 
State  •,  and  not  to  prove  that  the  Philoibphers 
really  difbelieved  another  Life.  But  to  come  to 
the  Fact  I  am  engaged  to  fupport:  Some  of  the 
Fathers,  I  fay,  agree  with  the  Anchor  of  the 
Divine  Legation  in  this  Notion.  Jujlin  Martyr, 
fpeaking  of  the  Philosophers,  fays,  "  Some  of 
"  them,  holding  the  Soul  to  be  incorporeal  and 
"  immortal^  did  not  conceive  that  they  mould 
^c  be  punifhed  for  their  wicked  and  immoral 
'<•  Adions ;  for  that  a  Subftance,  which  was  not 
"  corporeal^  muft  of  Courfe  be  incapable  of  fuf- 
*c  fering ;  and  a  Sub  fiance  ^  which  was  immortal, 
"  muft  be  independent  of  God  *." 

Again  :  ct  The  Soul  cannot  properly  be  fly  led 
"  immortal r,  for,  if  it  be  immortal,  'tis  evident 
"  that  it  muft  like  wife  be  uncreated"  And  foon 
after  he  adds,  "  Now  if  our  Souls  were  uncreat- 
tc  #/,  they  v/ould  not  fin,  nor  abound  with  Fol- 
*J  ly,  nor  be  fubjedt  to  Fear,  &c.  nor  would 
* '  they  voluntarily  migrate  into  the  Bodies  of  other 
"  Animals ,  as  Dogs,  Serpent s^  &c.  and  they 
"  could  not  be  compelled  to  do  this^  contrary  to 
*6  their  own  Inclination^  as  they  are  uncreated. 
*'  For  one  uncreated  Being  is  equal  to  and  the  fame 
"  with  another  \  nor  is  one  fupcrior  to  the  other 
*'  either  in  Dignity  or  Power  V  To  explain 

this 

£  Dialogus  cum  Try  ph.  p.  139.  Ed.  Thirlb. 

AXXoi  ot  7i:t<;,  VTro'-rio-a.t/.zvQi    u^ava.roi'  x.ou  CCCVMXTG';  ~ 
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this  Reafoning  of  Jufiin  Martyr,  we  may  ob- 
ferve,  that  when  he  here  fpeaks  of  the  Immorta 
lity  of  the  Soul,  he  underftands  this  Term  in  the 


•zrort  £tj 

xwa;,   «£  (wv  a^axaecrai  aura? 
yap  aymvro*  vu    uytvi/yiru   o/*cton 
cr»>  t5"ov,   xai  'TaeToi;,  xa»  are  $vvcc(jitit  an 

Tff8  TO  £T£fOr.        I  47,   8,  9,  50. 

Mr.  y.  has  been  pleafed  to  criticife  this  Quotation  in 
the  following  Manner  :  "  How  does  it  appear  that  he  (  I  ) 
"  underftands  the  Martyr's  Words  ?  Not  in  the  leaft.  Does 
*'  he  think  that  the  Martyr  denied  the  Immortality  of  the 
"  Soul  and  a  future  State  ?  Or  does  he  think  that  Plato  held 
44  the  human  Soul  to  be  (aywrjTo?)  ungenerated  ?  The  Mar- 
«'  tyr  then  held  the  Soul  to  be  immortally  the  Will  of  God, 
•'  but  not  of  itfelf,  or  by  an  ungenerated  Immortality  or 
«'  Independency  of  Exiftence;  and  this  our  Critics  ought  to 
"  know  was  the  very  Doftrine  of  Plato  himfelf."  p,  52,  53. 
It  is  not  eafy  to  meet  again,  in  fo  few  Lines,  with  fo  much 
Arrogance,  and  Contempt  of  the  Reader's  Underftanding. 

"  Does  he  think  that  the  Martyr  denied  the  Immortality 
*'  of  the  Soul,  and  a  future  State  ?  "  Why  no,  'tis  evident  I 
thought  nothing  like  it  ;  and  for  this  plain  Reafon,  I  quoted 
the  Paflage  to  fhew  that  Juftin  Martyr  condemned  the  philo- 
ibphic  Dream  of  the  Soul's  being  ungenerated;  and  not  to  fhew 
that  he  denied  the  Immortality  of  the  Soul  and  a  future  State, 
Was  Mr.  Jackjon  fmcere  in  this,  he  deferves  ones  pity  :  Was 
he  not  fincere,  he  deferves  it  much  more. 

"  Does  he  think  (fays  he)  that  Plato  held  the  human  Soul  to 
*'  be  ungenerated?''  To  which,  I  beg  leave  to  reply  by  an 
other  Queftion  :  Does  Mr.  Jackfon  think  at  all?  For  what,  I 
pray,  were  the  feverai  various  Arguments  and  Authorities  in 
this,  and  the  following  Chapter,  brought  to  prove,  but  this 
very  Point,  that  Plato  did  hold  the  human  Soul  to  be  ungene 
rated?  Has  Mr.  Jackfon  fo  much  as  attempted  to  confute  one 
of  them  ?  He  is  part  that  Drudgery.  His  Place  is  the  Mo 
derator's  Chair  ;  and  having  gravely  told  us,  what  no  Body 
denied,  That  the  Martyr  held  the  Soul  to  be  immortal  by  the 
Will  of  God,  he  faflidioufly  concludes,  and  this  our  Critics 
ought  to  knonv  was  the  very  Doftrine  of  Plato  himfelf.  The  Sen 
tence  had  ended  more  naturally,  and,  perhaps,  nearer  to  his 
meaning,  in  thefe  Words,—  And  this  our  Critics  ought  to 
know  was  Mr.  Jackfitfs  Will  and  Plea  fun  that  they  Jhauld 
believe  of  Plato  alfo. 

proper 


proper  and  ftri<ft  Senfe,  as  including  an  eternal 
Exigence  •# parts  ante^  as  well  as  a  parte  poft  ; 
and  thatlt  was  confidered  by  the  Antients  in  this 
Light,  vid.  the  late  excellent  Editor  of  Hierocks 
in/mr.  Car.  p.  137.  and  Cudwcrtb,  p.  38. 

ArnobiuS)  fpeaking  of  this  Dodtrine  of  the  Im 
mortality,  declares  that  it  gave  too  much  En 
couragement  to  all  Sorts  of  Wickedneis  and  Li- 
centioufnefs :  that  there  would  be  nothing  to  re- 
ftrain  Men  from  Vice,  as  they  muft  be  perfuaded, 
from  the  very  Nature  of  the  Soul,  that  it  was  fe- 
cure  from  all  Punifhment.     Non  denique  omnia 
fins  cupiditatibus  largiatur,  quas  libido  impotens 
juflcrit,  impunitatis  prasterea  etiam  libertate  mu- 
nita  ?  Quid  enim  prohibebit,  quo  minus  hsec  fa- 
ciat  ?   Mstus  fupernx  potettatis^  judldumque  divi- 
num  ?  Et  qui  poterit  territari  formidinis  alicujus 
borrore,  cm  fuerit  perfuafutn,  tarn  fe  effemmorta* 
lemy  quam  ipfum  Deum  primum  ?  me  ab  eo  judi- 
cari  quicquam  de  fe  poffe  \  cum  fit  una  Imwortalitas 
in  utroque^  nee  in  alterius  alter  a  conditionis  poffit 
<equalitate  vexari [  ? 

Again  :  He  threatens  the  Pagans  with  the  Pu- 
nilhment  of  another  Life,  and  bids  them  not  flat 
ter  themfelves  with  the  Hopes  of  efcaping  it,  be- 
caufe  their  Souls  were  immortal.  Neque  illud 
obrepat,  aut  fpe  vobis  aeria  blaridiatur,  quod  a 
fciolis  nonnullis,  .&  plurimum  libi  arrogantibus 
cjicitur;  Deo  efle  fe  natos,  ne c  fati .obnoxios  legt- 
IMS^  p.  86. 

The  famous  Paflage  in  Synefius  may  be  very 
pertinently  applied  to  the  prefent  Cafe,  "  I  can 
"  never  prevail  with  myfelf  to  think  that  the  Soul 
"  was  made  after  the  Body.  I  will  never  affirm 

»  See   Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  423.— ^rw£.   ddver. 
\.  \\. 
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"  that  the  World,  and  all  its  Parts  will  be  one 
"  Day  deftroyed.     /  conceive  that  the  Refurrec- 
*c  tion  contains  feme  very  holy  and  profound  My- 
"  fiery  -,    I  am  far  from  thinking  with  the  -vulgar 
46  on  this  Point  k."     This  learned  Ancient  could 
not  prevail  with  himfelf  to  embrace  the  Scripture 
Doctrine  of  another  Life  ;  and  this,   became  he 
believed  that  the  Soul  ex  i  fled  before  the  Body,  or 
was  immortal  in  a  proper  and  .Uriel:  Senfe.     Yet, 
for  all  this,  the  learned  Modern  tells  us,  "  That 
<c  the  Pagan  Notion  of  a  future  State  was  very 
<c  agreeable  -to  the  Do&rine  taught  by  Revela- 
"  tion  V    True  it  is,    that  Synefius  could   not 
difcover  it  m.     He  was  fo  far  from  thinking  the 
two  Notions  nearly  allied,    that   he   confider'd 
them  as  plainly  oppofite  and  repugnant  to  each 
other.      But  what  then  ?   This  is   not   the  firft 
Difcovery,  by  a  many,  which  Mr.  Jackfon  has 
made  of  the  Opinions  of  Antiquity,  in  Spite  of 
all  itfelf  could  fay  to  the  contrary.     Tho'  Cavil 
lers  may  ftill  make  it  a  Queftion,  whether  the 
Old  or  the  New  Platonift  was   the  ableft  Judge 
of  this  Point  ;    for,  as  they  aflert  Facts  directly 
contrary  to  each  other,  'tis  impoflible  that  both 
of  them  fhould  be  in  the  right. 

But  here  Mr.  Jackfon  Heps  in  afrefh  and  tells 
us,  "That  thefe  Ckriftian  Writers  do  not  fay 
*'  or  argue  that  thePhjlofophersdid  not  or  could 
"  not  believe  a  future  State."  p.  58.  What  do 
theyy^jy  then  ?  For  it  feems  they  are  not  to  be 
underflood  without  their  Druggerman  in  ordina 
ry,  Mr.  Jackfon.  But  I  believe  it  would  puzzle 


*  Epiftle  cv. 

1  The  Belief  of  a  future  State,  &c. 
m  The  Paffage  in  Synejius  is  quoted  at  length,  in  Chap.  xiv. 
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even  his  Invention,  rank  as  it  is,  to  tell  us  what 
they  did  fay,  if  they  faid  not  this.  However  the 
Paffages  themfelves  lie  before  the  Reader  ;  and  if 
he  thinks  they  now  want  an  Interpreter,  they  are 
welcome  to  take  Mr.  Jackfon. 

Let  us  juft  recollect  what  has  been  here  faid. 
Mr.  Warburton  tells  us,  that  the  Ancients  held  a 
Principle,  inconfiftent  with  the  Doctrine  of  a  fu 
ture  State.  Mr.  Jackfon  undertakes  to  be  their 
Advocate  ;  contemns  all  Objections  as  flight  and 
trivial  ;  imputes  them  to  the  mere  Ignorance  and 
Blunders  of  his  Adverfary  j  and,  in  Support  of 
his  own  Notion,  thinks  proper  to  appeal  to  pri 
mitive  Antiquity.  But  what  has  been  the  Ifiue  of 
this  Appeal  ?  Why  this  ;  the  primitive  Writers 
give  all  the  Sanction  and  Authority  that  Words 
are  capable  of  giving,  to  the  very  Doctrine  they 
are  brought  to  cenfure  and  oppofe  ;  thofe  Parts 
of  the  Divine  Legation,  which  feem  mod  doubt 
ful  and  exceptionable,  have  received  the  cleared 
and  fulled  Confirmation  from  thefe  very  Writers. 
Whatever  it  was  therefore  that  led  Mr.  Warbur 
ton  into  this  Opinion,  it  could  not  be  his  Igno 
rance  of,  or  want  of  Reverence  for  ecclefiadical 
Antiquity  •,  and  the  Reader,  I  hope,  will  be  foon 
fenfible  that  it  could  not  be  his  Ignorance  of  the 
Pagan  Sydems.  But  here  I  mud  defire  him  to 
recollect  the  real  State  of  the  Quedion ;  which 
does  not  turn  on  the  Truth  or  Faljhood  of  what 
the  primitive  Writers  have  faid  \  but  on  the  fm- 
gle  Fact,  'whether  they  have  faid  it  or  no .  If 
the  Reader  will  be  fo  kind  as  to  take  this  Obfer- 
vation  along  with  him,  and  apply  it  to  the 
Paffages  above  cited,  I  need  be  in  no  Pain  for 
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the  Judgment  he  will  pafs  on  this  Part  of  the 
Controverfy  n. 

CHAP. 

n  The  Reverend  Mr.  y.  has  a  notable  Obje&ion  to  what 
has  been  offered  in  this  Chapter.  "  Mr.  Warburton  and  his 
"  Critic  can  never  get  off  by  pretending  at  laft,  that  they 
**  meant  only  that  the  Philofophers  could  not  believe  a  future 
"  State  covfijlently  with  their  Notions  of  the  human  Sou/, — yet 
"  both  the  Authors  have  charged  the  Philosophers,  with  not 
*'  believing  a  future  State  in  abfolute  Terms,  without  any 
"  Referve  or  Limitation.  Now  they  pretend  they  meant  only 
"  they  could  not  believe  it  confidently  with  their  Notions  of 
"  the  human  Soul."  p.  68. 

The  Man  took  it  into  his  Head,  that  Mr.  W.  had  a  Hand 
in  my  Book  ;  and  therefore  loads  him  with  Part  of  the  ill 
Language  he  bellows  upon  me.  This  is  his  demonftrative  Elo 
quence.  But  now,  fancying  he  finds  me  prevaricating,  he 
is  not  content  to  charge  me  with  this  Crime,  a  very  bad  one 
indeed,  but  throws  it  upon  Mr.  Warburton  likewife.  This 

is  his  diftribtttt<ve  Jujlice.     But  to  come  to  the  Facl. "  I 

"  cannot  get  off  by  pretending,  that  I  meant  only  that  the 
*«  Philofophers  could  not  believe  a  future  State  confidently 
*(  with  their  Notions  of  the  Soul."  The  Cloudinefs  of  Head  ? 
the  Corruption  of  Heart !  with  which  long  Controverfy  re 
wards  us  poor  Difputants !  My  Point  was  to  prove  that  the 
Greek  Philofophers  before  Cbrift,  DID  NOT  believe  a  future 
State.  Amongft  the  various  Arguments  1  employed  to  this 
Purpofe,  one  was,  That  they  COULD  NOT  believe  it  con- 
fiftently  <vuith  the  Notions  of  the  human  Soul.  And  this,  I  here, 
made  the  Subjeft  of  a  diiiinft  Chapter.  And  now,  for  my 
Pains,  am  told,  that  I  prevaricate;  that  I  undertook  to  prove 
they  did  not  believe  abfolutely  ;  and  at  lafc  it  comes  only  to 
this,  that  they  could  not  believe  conditionally.  Nay,  that  / 
pretend  I  all  along  meant  this  latter  Proportion  only.  And 
yet,  to  prevent  all  Chicane  in  this  very  Chapter,  I  made  a 
cautionary  Declaration  at  the  Beginning,  Middle,  and  End 
of  it,  implying  that  the  Argument  in  this  Chapter,  which 
was  imployed  to  mew,  that  the  Philofophers  could  not  believe 
a  future  State  confidently  with  their  Notions  of  the  Soul,  was 
confined  to  this  Chapter.  In  fliort,  I  did  every  thing  in  my 
Power  to  authenticate  this  Declaration,  except  figning  it  be 
fore  a  public  Notary. 

The  General  Propofition,    That  thefe  Philofophers  difbe- 
lieved  a  future  State  abfolutely t  I  endeavoured  to  fupport  by 

other 


CHAP. 

Of  the  Spinozifm  of  the  old  Pbibfopbers,. 
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R.  Jackfon*   fpeaking  of  his   Adverfary, 
fays,  "  So  he  has  nothing  to  charge  the 
PhiJofophcrs  with,,  as  the  ground  ,of  their  pre- 

"  tended 


other  Proofs  ;  For  which  I  refer  Mr.  Jackfon  to  Chapters 
i.  ii.iv.  v.  and  vi.  which  too,  I  fliould  have  Had  noOccafion 
to  remind  him  of,  had  he  been  of  fo  ingenuous  a  Memory 
as  to  recollect,  that  I  declared  my  Purpote  wag"  not  fo  much 
to  give  any  Sentiments  of  my  own,  as  to  mew  the  Weaknefs 
and  Infufficiency  of  what  he  had  advanced  againft  the  Doc 
trine  of  the  Dt*vine  Legation.  JBut  to  infinute  that  an  Adver 
fary  is  endeavouring  to  change  his  Queftion,  is  fo  common  an 
Art  where  he  is  not;  and  To  reasonable  a  Caul'e  of  Complaint 
where  he  is,  that  it  always  meets  with  the  Readers  Encou 
ragement  or  Excufe.  Mr.  Jackfon  has  a  more  than  ordinary- 
Claim  to  the  latter.  He  is  fo  intoxicated  with  Paffion,  that 
(as  is  ufual  when  Mens  Heads  turn-)  he  afcribes  his  own  Jncon- 
ilancy  to  his  oppofite  Neighbour.  And  how  fubjeft  he  is  to 
change,  will  not  be  now  loon  forgot  by  thofe  .who  remember, 
that  he  has  given  it  under  his  Hand,  that  he  never  offered  the 
future  Renovations  of  the  Stoics  as  a  Proof  that  they  believed 
another  Life ;  but  that  he  confined  their  Notion  of  a  future 
:State  to  the  Period,  that  intervenes  between  Death  and  the  ge+ 
neral  Reftoration.  And  that  he  newer  mentioned  the  RefuJJon. 
of  the  Soul  into  the  fir  ft  Caufe  as  a  State  of  Happinefs,  nor  ever 
conjidered  it  in  that  View.  On  the  whole,  let  him  not  .flatter 
himtelf  that  he  has  been  able  to  make  the  leaft  Change  in 
me,  or  in  any  of  my  Opinions,  except  in  what  relate  to  him- 
felf.  1  took  him,  as  his  Friends  gave  him  to  me,  for  a  Man 
of  Learning,  who  poffeffed  his  Argument ;  for  a  Philofopher, 
who  poffejfed  hjmfelf;  but  I  have  found  him  as  fhort  ia 
Knowledge,  and  weak  in  Reafoning,  as  he  is  impotent  ia 
Tempers  Driving  to  hide  his  Errors  in  Chicane,  and  his  Chi 
cane,  in  Infolence  and  ill  Language.  As  to  this  Notion  gf 
the  Soul,  I  hold  with  Dr  Syhj,  and  the  old  Philoibphers 
fpoken  of  in  this  Chapter,  that  it  is  clearly  inconfiHe.nl  with 
the  Belief  of  a  future  State. 
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6C  tended  Unbelief  of  this  Doctrine,  (a  future 
c<  State)  but  only  their  Philofophy,  which   he 

"  calls 

; 

As  to  the  Arguments  alledged  by  Mr.  W.  to  (hew  that  the 
Philofophers  in  general  difbelieved  another  Life;  they  iland, 
I  think,  as  fii  m  now,  as  they  did  in  the  Beginning  of  the  Con- 
troverfy.  Whnt  the  Gentleman  had  advanced,  in  order  to 
weaken  the  Force  of  them,  has  been  examined  in  the  b ft 
Chapter  ,  and,  fond  as  he  might  once  be  of  what  "he  called  his 
Detnonftration,  he  will  not,  1  dare  fay,  refer  us  again  to  the 
Proofs,  of  which  I  have  there  given  fo  large  an  Account. 

Buc  it  may  be  afked,  why  did  1  employ  fo  many  Autho 
rities  to  prove,  that  the  Philofophers  could  not  believe  a  fu 
ture  State  confidently  <voith  their' Notion  of  the  human  SouL-  To 
this  1  reply,  that  Mr  "J .  and  other  Advocates  of  the  Law 
of  Nature,  have  carried  their  Pretenfions  in  favour  of  the 
Philofophers  very  high.  They  not  only  undertake  to  deman- 
Jtrafe,  that  the  Phifolbphers  believed  a  ftkur-  State,  but  infift 
withial,  that  "their  Notion  of  it  wa^  CONSISTENT  WITH 
REASON.  Now  how  could  I  more  effectually  expofe  the  Fol 
ly  and  Rafhnefs  of  this  A'lfe^ion,  than  by  fhewing  that  they 
iuppoed  the  Soul  to  be  really  and  properly  a  Part  of  God? 
On  this  ^uppofition  it  will  be  im«offible  to  maintain  a  future 
State  cotifffyntly  with  the  Principles  of  Reafon  For  is  it  rea- 
fohable  to  fuppo  e,  that  a  Part  of  God  will  be  really  and  ac 
tually  punilhed  ? 

However,  our  Author  contends  that  here  was  no  real  /«- 
eonjtfievcy:  And  to  make  good  this,  he  takes  it  for  granted 
that  the,  Soul  was  always  confider'd  as  a  mere  Creature  ;  that 
it  was  luppofed  to  have  no  Immortality,  but  what  was  de 
rived  from  the  good  Pleafure  and  Will  of  God  And  here 
one  cannot  but  take  Notice  that  the  Gentleman  has  Prudence 
in  his  Anger  i  for  notwithftanding  the  Rage  and  Fury  which 
lie  betrays  in  every  Page,  he  is  yet  too  cautious  to  mention 
thofe  Paffages,  which  might  ferve  to  clear  up  the  Point  againft 
Jiim.  I  will  juft  repeat  three  or  four.  Tcrtuttian,  fpeaking  of 
Plato,  fays,  Tantam  illi  (animae)  conceffit  Dwitiitatem,  ut 

Deo  adrtqtietur. Juxta  Pythagoricorum  dogmata,   fays  Je- 

row,  qui  hominem  exsequant  Deo,  &  de  ejus  dicunt  efiey#£- 
fantia.  I  may  fafely  appeal  to  any  one,  not  heated  by  Mr. 
yackforfs  Fire,  whether  the  Soul  in  thefe  Paffages  is  not  conli- 
der'd  as  fomething  more  than  a  mere  Creature  As  to  the  Nature 
of  the  Jmmortalicy  which  the  Philofophers  afiigned  the  Soul, 
take  the  following  Paffages.  Vulti's  homines  typhumifium 

fuperci- 
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"  calls  metaphyfical  Whimfies  concerning  God 
u  and  the  Soul,  merely  becaufe  he  does  not  under- 

"  Jtand 

/bperciliumque  deponerc,  qui  deum  vobis  adfcifcitis  patrem, 
&  cum  eo  contenditis  immortalitatem  habere  <vos  unam  ? 

Et  qui  poterit  territari  formidinis  alicujus  horrore,  cui  fuerit 
perfuafum,  tarn  fe  effe  immortalem  quam  ipfum  deum  primum; 
nee  ab  eo  judicari  quicquam  de  fe  poffe,  cum  fit  una  immorta- 
litas  in  utroque,  nee  in  a/ferius  altera  conditionis  pofiit  <equa- 
lit  ate  vex  art  ? 

But  our  Author  goes  on  :  "  If  it  could  be  proved  that  the 
'*  Philofophers  held  fomething,  in  their  Notions  of  the  Soul, 
*'  that  was  really  inconfiftertt  with  a  future  State  of  Happinefs 
"  and  Mifery,  or  even  with  a  future  Exiftence  j  would  it 
"  follow  that  they  who  did  not  fee  or  own  this  Ihconjijhncy,  did 
"  not  believe  a  future  State  ?"  p.  60. 

To  this  I  reply,  ift,  All  I  am  here  concerned  to  prove  isj 
that  there  was  fomething  in  their  Notions  of  the  Soul  really 
inconfiftent  with  the  Belief  of  a  future  State.  That  they  attu- 
ally  Ja<w  this  Inconfijtency,  is  not  the  Point  I  am  here  upon  ; 
1  am  not  endeavouring  to  fhevv,  in  this  Chapter,  that  the  Phi- 
lofdphers  ^/Wnot,  or  could  not  believe  a  future  State  abfolutelj, 
but  only,  that  they  could  not  believe  it  confiftently  *witb  their 
Notions  of  the  human  Soul. 

2.  The  Gentleman  affirms,  without  the  leaft  Hefitation, 
"  That  the  Philofophers  did  not  fee  6r  own  this  Inconfiftency." 
But  this  is  his  vvay  ;  'tis  his  old  Rout  of  Controverfy,  to  ad 
vance  without  Proof  j  and  to  conceal  without  Shame,  what 
ever  makes  for  him  or  againft  him  ;  otherwife  he  might  have 
told  us,  that  Juftin  Martyr,  fpeaking  of  the  Philofophers, 
fays,  "  Some  of  them  holding  the  Soul  to  be  incorporeal  and 
immortal,  did  not  conceive  that  they  fhould  be  puni/hed  for 
their  wicked  and  immoral  Actions ;  for  that  a  Subihnce 
which  was  not  corporeal,  muft  of  coiirfe  be  incapable  of 
fuiFering,  and  a  Subftance,  which  was  immortal,  miijl  be 
independent  of  God."  And  I  dare  fay,  his  Reader  would 
require  no  clearer  Proof  that  feveral  or  the  Philofophers  ac 
tually  fdw  and  owned  this  Inconftilency.  But  to  conclude,  the 
candid  Reader,  who  has  no  Imereft  to  pervert  and  mifrepre- 
fent  my  Meaning,  willeafily  fee  that  I  have  only  been  endea 
vouring  to  prove  that  the  Philofophers  Notion  of  the  Soul  was 
really  inconfiftent  with  the  Belief  of  another  Life.  Whether 
they  did,  or  did  not,  fee  this  Inconfiftency,  is  another  Poinr. 
It  appears,  from  the  Teitimony  of  the  Fathers,  that  feveral 
did  fee  and  acknowledge  it. 

Mr.  J .  faysj  fome  ancient  Chriftians  held  the  Soul  to  be  bf 
the  fame  Subftance  with  God,  and  yet  maintained  a  future 
State.  To  fay  nothing  at  prefent  as  to  the  Faft  on  which  he 
grounds  his  Argument,  I  ihall  only  tell  him  that  this  infiance 
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//  V*  I  meet  with  nothing  here  but  hard 
Words  :  Which,  for  want  of  a  better  Name,  one 
may  call,  Mr.  Jackfotfs  Logic.  One  of  the 
Whimfies  charged  upon  the  Philofophers  by  Mr. 
Warhirton,  is,  that  they  maintained  the  Soul  to 
to  be  ftrictly  and  properly  a  Part  of  God.  I  do 
not  find  that  his  learned  Adverfary  undertakes  to 
confute  the  feveral  Arguments  alledged  by  him, 
in  Support  of  this  Charge  :  And  with  good  Rea- 
fon  ;  for  there  can,  I  think,  be  no  Queftion,  but 
that  this  Principle,  impious  and  deteflable  as  it 
is,  was  really  held  by  the  ancient  Sages. 

To  confirm  this,  I  (hall  not  go  thro'  the  Opi 
nions  of  the  feveral  Sec*ls,  but  content  myfelf  with 
a  few  Remarks  on  one  or  two  of  the  greateft  Im 
portance.  We  have  already  feen  what  the  Fathers 
thought  of  this  Matter  -,  and  what  follows  will  not 
only  ferve  to  vindicate  the  Author  of  the  Divine 
Legation,  but  the  Fathers  themfehes,  who,we  now 
fee,  are  equally  involved  with  him  in  this  Charge. 

We  find  that  the  Works  given  to  Hermes 
abound  with  the  mod  grofs  and  rank  Spinozifm  b: 
tc  The  Soul  is  not  cut  off  from  the  divine  Sub- 
il  fiance,  but  is,  as  it  were,  a  Diffusion  or  Ex- 
<c  tev/ion  of  him."  I  fhall  tranlcribe  another 
PaiTage  as  I  find  it  in  Cudworth^  wherein  God 
is  faid  to  be  all  things,  not  only  aftual  but  pqffible. 
cc  For  what  mall  I  praife  thee  ?  becaufe  I  am 

does  not  come  up  to  the  Point  in  Queftion.  For  could  thefe 
Chriftians  efpoufe  thefe  two  Notions  confidently  with  them- 
felves,  or  confidently  with  common  Senfe  ?  This  very  Conf- 
ftency  is  the  tingle  Point  1  am  here  difputing. 

Pag.  8.  of  his  late  Defence,  he  fays,  "  fome  Chriftians  held 
"  the  Soul  to  be  of  the  fame  Nature  and  Sulftance  with  God  ; 
"  and  that  they  took  this  Notion  from  the  Pbikjbpbers?  Does 
he  net  here  plainly  fuppofe  that  the  Soul,  in  the  Opinion  of 
thefe  lail,  was  truly  and  properly  a  Part  of  God  ?  With  what 
Face  then  does  he  pretend  that  it  was  confidered  as  a  mere 
Creature  ;  that  it  was  not  held  to  be  nece/arlly  immortal,  and 
ungenerated  ? 

a  Mr.  Jackfons  Defence,  p  7,  8. 

b    O  vas  ax   £f»v  a7TOTET^o7/!>t-Ev&?  T*;{  e<7tOT«Toj  Ttf  &£,  « 
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«*  my  own  as  having  fomething  proper  and  di- 
"  ftincl:  from  Thee  ?  Thou  are  whatfoever  I  am  ; 
"  thou  art  whatfoever  I  do  or  fay  \  for  thou  art 
"  all  things,  and  there  is  nothing  which  thou  art 
"  not.  Thou  art  that  which  is  made,  and  thou 
"  art  that  which  is  not  made c."  In  the  fame 
Place,  before  things  were  made,  God  is  iaid  to 
contain  and  hide  tbem  wilbin  bimfelf:  When  they 
are  made,  he  is  faid  to  reveal  and  manifeft  tbem 
from  bimfelf. 

Here  then  I  appeal  to  every  Reader,  whether 
it  be  poffible  for  Teflimonies  to  be  more  explicite 
and  precife  than  thefe.  I  am  fure  this  Notion  is 
not  exprefs'd  by  any  modern  Spinozift  in  more 
plain,  pofitive,  and  direct  Terms  than  it  is  here. 
Let  it  be  remembered  too  that  thefe  Books,  ac 
cording  to  Jamblichus d,  fpeak  the  Language  of 
tbe  Pbilofophers  -9  and  then,  I  think,  it  cannot 
be  denied  but  that  Spinozifm  mult  be  ranked 
amongft  the  Principles  of  the  old  Grecian  Sages, 
.and,  from  thence,  plainly  transfufed  into  the  fol- 
lewing  Lines,  without  lofing  any  thing  of  its 
Force  or  Energy. 

Quicquid  eft  hoc,  omnia  animat,  format,  alit, 

auger,   creat, 
SSPELIT  RECIPITQUE  in  fefe  omnia,  omni* 

umque  idem  eft  Pater : 
Indidemque  eademque  oriuntur  de  integro,  at* 

que  eodem  occidunt e. 

c  Inte llettual  Syftem,  p.  347.  ift  Ed.  This  too  is  the  Lan 
guage  of  the  famous  Ajctyian  Dialogue.  Nonne  hoc  dixiom- 
xia  umim  ejje,  &  unum  omnia  ?  utpote  quia  in  Creatore  fuertKt 
omnia<  antequam  creajjet  omnia.  Nee  immerito  unus  eft 
didus  omnia,  cujus  membra  funt  omnia. 

Idcirco  non  erant,  quando  nata  non  erant ;  fed  in  co  jam 
tune  erant,  unde  nafci  hflbuerunt.  ^u/eitts,  p.  582.  504. 
Ed.  Par. 

d  De  Myileriis 

e  DeDiyin,  l.i.  c.  57. 

We 
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We  are  told  here  that  all  things  will  be  lodged 
and  buried  in  God,  or  the  univerfal  Subftance ; 
and  that  they  will  afterwards  emerge  and  rife  out 
of  it  again.  The  very  Language  of  the  Books 
of  Hermes, — there  God  is  laid  to  bide  things 
within  himfelf,  and  here,  Sepelit  recipitque  in 
fefe  omnia.  If  then  the  Books  of  Hermes  are 
fappofed  to  contain  the  ranked  Spinozifm  f,  and 
one  of  the  more  fenfible  Writers  againft  the  D/- 
vine  Legation  readily  allows  that  they  do  contain 
it,  it  will  be  difficult  to  (hew  that  the  Doctrine 
of  thefe  Verfcs  is  orthodox  and  innocent  in  this 
Point.  ' 

When  Cicero  has  given  us  the  Lines  above- 
cited,  he  immediately  fubjohs,  Quid  eft  igltur^ 
quum  domus  fit  omniurh  una,  quumque  ariimi 
hominum  femper .fuerint,  futurlque  ftnt^  cur  ii, 
quid  ex  quoque  eveniat,  &  quid  quamque  rem 
iignificat,  perfpicere  non  poffint?  He  here  de 
clares  that  the  Soul  was  ftrictly  and  properly  eter 
nal  ;  and  he  declares  it  to  be  firictly  and  properly 
fo,  in  Confequence  of  the  Doctrine  laid  down  in 
thefe  Verfes.  What  then  was  this  Doctrine  ? 
Why,  that  the  Soul  was  taken  originally  from 
Gocl.  And  if  it  was  declared  to  be  eternal  a 
par t e  ante i  in  Confequence  of  this,  we  may  be 
certain  that  it  was  underftood  to  be  taken  from. 
God  in  the  mod  exact  and  proper  Senfe. 

The  following  PalTage  will  furnilh  fome  very 

f  Bolt's  Anfauer  to  the  Divine  Legation,  p.  227. — Deum 
cffe  aliquo  modo  omnia,  multoties  &  mukifariam  innaunt 
Platonic!.:  &  per  Emanationes  fuel  Irradiationes  Jui  mundum 
produxiflfe.  Crediderunt  veteres  cujufcunque  ordinis,  quantum 
mihi  conftant,  ex  nibilo  nihil  fieri,  neque  aliquid  in  nihilum 

reverti  poiTe. %vafi  Qnfe  mundum  ortum^  aut  poft  uhimam 

abolitionem,  non  ejjent  prorfus  nihil  rerum  ej/entite,  fed  babe- 
rent  femperfuum  modum  fubfe/lendi  in  natura  divina,  licet  fine 
qmni  dijlinftior.e  Ind'widuQrum.  Burnef.  Archsol,  Phil.  c.  vii. 

plain 
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plain  and  conclufive  Proofs,  in  Support  of  this 
Charge  againft  the  Philofophers.  Pythagoras  qui 
cenfuit  animum  e(Te  per  naturam  rerum  omnium 
intentum  &  commeantem,  non  vidit  diftra&ione 
.humanorum  animorum  difcerpi  &  lacerari  Deum. 
Et  cum  miferi  animi  efTent,  quod  plerifque  con- 
tingeret,  turn  Dei  partem  effe  miferam,  quod 
fieri  non  poteft.  Cur  autem  quidquam  ignoraret 
animus  hominis,  fi  effet  Deus  g.  It  is  hardly  in 

the 

8  Cicero  de  N.  D.  1.  i.  c.  n.  On  thefe  Words  in  Cicer* 
Mr.  J.  thus  remark?,  *'  Any  one  at  firft  Sight  may  fee  that 
"  this  is  the  Reafoning  of  a  Man  who  neither  fear'd  nor  car'd 
"  what  he  faid,  in  order  to  difpa>age  the  Opinions  of  other 

"  Sects. He  is  no  other  than  an  impudent  Epicurean,  call'd 

u  Velleius  in  Cicero.""  p.  $4,  5$.  Called  Velleius  in  Cicero  f 
By  this  it  appears  our  great  Critic  thought  Velleius  to  be  a 
fictitious  Character.  But  the  Obfei  vation  is,  that  no  Body 
but  an  impudent  Epicurean  would  have  put  this  Interpretation 
on  the  Doctrine  of  Pjtbagoras.  And  yet  this  very  candid  and 
learned  Man  could  not  buc  know,  that  St.  Auftin  had  charged 
this  very  Opinion  with  a  Confequence  quite  as  impious  and  ab- 
furd,  as  this  preis'd  upon  it  by  Velleius.  De  ipfo  rationali 
animante,  i.  e.  homirie,  quid  infelicius  credi  poteft,  quam  Dei 
partem  <vapulare,  cum  puer  wapulat?  J  am  <vero  paries  Dei  fieri 
fa/civas,  iniquas,  impias,  atqus  amnino  damnabiles,  quis  ferre 
poifit  nifi  qui  prorfus  infaniat  ?  Poitremo,  quid  irafcitur  iis  a 
quibus  non  colitur,  cum  a  fuis  partibus  non  cohtur  :  De  C.  D. 
iv.  12,  13.  It  feems  then  St.  Auftin  too  w  :s  an  impudent  Writer, 
who  neither  feared  nor  card  what  be  /aid,  in  order  to  difparage 
the  Opinions  of  other  Men.  But  to  lave  his  dear  Philofophers, 
we  fee,  he  will  give  up  his  very  Fathers.  The  learned  Da- 
cier  was  far  from  any  Thought  of  difparagiw?  the  Syftem  of 
the  Stoics ;  he  was  indeed  a  warm  and  zealous  Admirer  of  the 
Seel  ;  and  yet  he  preffes  them  wi:h  an  Objection  of  much  the 
fame  kind.  Animam  divini  fpiiitus  poniunculam,  ejufdem- 
que  prorfus  naturae  autumabant  Stoict  j  tanquani  Deus  ipfe  a 
partibus  diverfis  conltare  poifit,  aut  in  plura  ati<vidi  fuft inert t  ens 
omnium  perfectiffimum,  &  ufquequaque  fimplex.  In  Anto- 
ni'n.  ii.  i. 

Bayle  was  very  fenfible  that  this  Paffage  was  delivered  hy 
Velleius,  and  yet  he  often  appeals  to  it,  as  containing  :•    f"  'r 
and  impartial  Explanation  of  the  Doctrine  of  Pyt/ja%o>as 
rnal  efi  que  Pythagoras  en   fe  rcprefentant   Dieu  con.r.v 
motcur  de  1'Univeiie  et  Tame  du  monde,  vouloic,  que  no. 
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the  Power  of  Language  to  fpeak  in  a  more  accu 
rate  and  precife  manner.  Non  vidit  diftraftione 
humanorum  animorum  difcerpi  &  lacerari  Dettm. 

How 

fufi'ent  des  portions  de  Dieu.  L'objeftion  qu*  on  lui  propofe  la 
deffus  dans  Ciceron  eft  infoluble.  Dift.  PYTHAGORAS  R.  N. 

Mr.  y,  affirms  in  his  laft  Piece,  "  that  fome  Chriftian  Wri- 
"  tefs  thought  the  human  Soul  to  be  of  the  fame  Nature  and 
Subfianceivith  God  \  and  thai  they  took  this  Notion  from  the  Doc 
trine  of  the  Pagan  Philifopbcrs  "  p.  8.  Does  he  not  here  ftrppofe 
the  very  "filing  aflerted  by  Velleius^  viz.  that,  in  the  Opinion  of 
the  old  Philofophers,  the  Soul  was  truly  and  properly  a  Part  of 
God  ? 

Or.  Sykes  in  his  Connexion  of  natural  and  revealed  Religion, 
often  charges  Pythagoras  with  holding  this  Notion  ;  and  that 
in  Confequence  of  this  very  Paftage  from  Cicero.  Is  he  too,  at 
jirft  S'gbt,  to  be  adjudged  an  impudent  Writer  >  who  neither  feared 
nor  cured  what  he  [aid  ? 

One  Part  of  Velleiu?s  Objection  is,  Cur  autem  ignoraret  qu:d- 
quam  aniitlus  hominis,  fi  elfet  Deus.  There  is  nothing  more 
objected  here  than  what  the  Philosophers  themfelveswere  ready 
to  acknowledge  and  aflert.  ;It  was  fuppofed  that  the  Soul  knew 
fill  things,  however  this  Knowledge  might  be  clogged  and  ob- 
fcuredby  means  of  the  Body  to  which  it  was  united.  Animus 
— qui  quia  vixit  ab  bmni  a;ternitate,  verfatufque  eft  cum  innu- 
merabilibus  animis,  ctnnia,  qtt<£  innatura  rerUmfunt,  <videt,  fi 
rncdo  temperatis  efcis  modicifque  potionibUs  ita  eftadfeclus,  ut 
fopito  corpore  ipfe  vigitet  Cicero  de  Di=v.  i.  9  I .  What  is  there 
more  in  the  Words  viVelleius  jutl  mentioned,  than  what  is  ex- 
prefily  affirmed  in  this  PafTage  of  Cicero?  And  if  the  Philofo- 
phers  were  grofs  enough  to  aflert  the  laft  Part  of  the  Objection, 
why  murt  we  fuppofe  that  they  could  not  fwaliow  and  digeil  ih'e 
two  fir  ft  ? 

But  it  is  not  difficult  to  (hew,  even  on  Mr  J's  own  Princi 
ple?,  that  thib  was  the  very  Doclrine  of  Pythagoras.  He  al 
lows  thai  the  Soul,  accoiding  to  Pythagoras ,  was  taken  from 
ar.tther  Subftance.  The  Quelticn  then  is,  what  Subitance  thh 
*as  Audiebam  Pythagoram,  Pythagoreofqoe  —  nunquam 
dubitafie,  quin  ex  univfrfa  mente  dlvina  delibatos  animos  ha 
bertmuf.  Ciceto  de  Stnefl.  21 .  Mr.  y.  allows  that  the  Souf 
was  taken  out  of  another  Subftance  ;  Cicero  tells  us,  thafcl 
this  Subftance  was  the  Mma  Mundi,  or  univerfal  Soul  ;  and 
what  would  we  have  more  ?  Will  he  fay  that  Cicero  mittook 
the  Subftance,  out  of  which  the  Soul  was  taken?  If  not, 
why  does  not  the  Word  delibatut,  when  ufed  by  Cicero,  im 
ply  the  fame  as  lacerari,  when  imployM  by  Felleius  ?  But, 
what  is  beft,  Vtlltius  agrees  with  our  Author  hirnfelf  in  this 

Point 


How  could  the  Deity  be  fuppofed  to  be  mangkd 
and  torn  by  the  Difcerption  of  the  human  Sou], 
if  the  Soul  was  not  held  to  be  a  Particle  or  Por 
tion  of  him  in  the  moft  rigorous  and  {trie!  Senfe  ? 
Et  cum  miferi  animi  effent,— .turn  Dei  parteni 
eiTe  miferam.  How  abfurd  and  ridiculous  muft 
this  Objection  have  appeared,  if  the  Soul  had 
been  called  a  Portion  of  the  Deky,  only  in  a 
metaphorical  and  figurative  Senfe,  as  created  by 
him  ?  Cur  autem  quidquam  ignoraret  animus  ho- 
minis,  fi  eflet  Deus  ?  Here  a  divine  Attribute  is 
alcribed  to  the  human  Soul,  in  Confequence  of 
the  Opinion,  which  declares  it  to  be  a  Part  of 
kGod. 

We  will  go  now  to  Plato  and  his  Followers, 
Plutarch  explains  their  Doctrine  in  the  following 
manner  h.  "  The  Soul  is  not  fo  much  the  Work 
"  and  Production  of  God,  as  a  Part  of  him  ;*-u 
"  nor  is  it  made  by  him,  but  from  him,  and  out 
*'  of  him."  Let  us  attend  to  the  firft  Part.-^ 
"  The  Soul  is  not  fo  much  the  Work  and  Pro* 
"  duBion  of  God,  as  a  Part  of  him."  If  k 
was  called  a  Part  of  God  only  in  a  figurative  or 
popular  Senfe,  why  might  it  not  have  been  con- 
lidered  as  the  mere  Work  and  Production  of  God? 
Nay,  how  could  it  have  been  confidered  other- 
Point.  For  what  does  this  laft  fay  of  Pythagoras  and  Plato? 
Why,  "  they  fpcak  of  the  human  Soul,  as  congenial  with 
4'  and  Part  of  the  divine  Subftarice :  Not  of  the  fupreme 
"  God,  but  of  the  uniwrfal  and  mundane  Soul."  p.  57/8. 
And  does  not  PelJeius  make  it  Part  of  this  fame  imiverfal 
Soul?  where  then  is  the  Difference  between  thefe  two  great 
Men  ?  Will  then  our  Author  recal  his  foul  Language,  or 
'j-wn  that  he  neither  ftars  nor  fares  ^udlat  he  fays,  in  order  to 
.Uf par  age  the  Opinions  of  others  ? 

'   H  «  4/v^>j- xx.  s^yov  EJ-»  TOV  Ssovidfrti,  a?vXa  xon  p,s(>oc  '     '  •• 

*3N  in'  atTov,  aXA  An'   auroy,  xai  ES  «UT»  yeysnv.     Platonicx 
Qu^ib'ones.  Ed.  Xyl.  p.  icoi. 
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faife  ?  For  figurative  Expreflion  relates  not  Co 
the  Nature  of  Things,  but  only  to  the  Mode  of 
conveying  our  Ideas.  When  therefore  it  is  called 
a  Part  of  God,  and,  on  that  very  Account,  op- 
pofed  to  the  Works  and  Produffions  of  God, 
what  Way  have  we  to  underftand  the  Phrafe  but 
as  flriftly  literal  ?— Let  us  come  now  to  the  fe- 
cond  Part:  "  It  was  not  made  by  him,  but  from 
"  him,  and  out  of  him."  Is  not  God  here  re- 
prefented  as  the  material  Caufe^  out  of  which  the 
Soul  is  formed  ?  And  does  not  this  necefiarily 
imply  that  the  human  Soul  was  really  and  pro 
perly  a  Part  of  God  ? 

Pbilo,  a  Man  all  over  Platonized*  fpeaking 
of  the  Excellence  and  Perfections  of  the  hu 
man  Soul,  declares  that  it  could  not  have  poffef- 
fed  thefe  great  Talents,  "  unlefs  it  had  been  a 
<c  Portion  of  the  divine  Soul  -,  but  fuch  a  Por- 
**  tion  as  could  not  be  feparated  and  divided  from 
*c  it.  For  no  Part  of  the  divine  Nature  is  cut  off 
"  by  Divificn,  but  is  only  diffufed  and  extended. 
"  Wherefore  the  Soul,  faaring  the  Perfections  of 
"  the  divine  Nature,  launches  out  into  the  Uni- 
"  verfe,  and  does  not  confine  itfelf  within  any 
"  Bounds."  Let  us  attend  to  this  Paffage: 
"  But  fuch  a  Portion,  as  could  not  be  feparated 
"  and  divided  from  it  \"  Why  does  he  talk  of 
Separation  and  Diviftcn,  but  to  imply  that  the 
Soul  was  really  and  properly  a  Part  of  God  ?  "  It 
"  was  not  cut  off  from,  but  was  only  an  Exten- 
"  fan  of  the  divine  Subftance."  Does  not  this 
Language  fuppofe  it  to  be  a  Part  of  God  ?  It 
is  indeed  the  very  Language  of  the  Books  of 


.hctipirpV     nu,y&Tak  yap  yoiy   TS  $fia  X.CCT    afra.gT-yew,   aAXo j*&ro» 

del.  poti.  infid.  foleat,  p.  172. 

Hermes  $ 


Hermes  •,  and  thefe,  I  think,  are  allowed  to  con 
tain  the  ranked  Spinozifm.  Laftly,  the  Soul  is 
faid  to  jhare  the  divine  Perfections,  in  Confe- 
quence  of  this  very  Doctrine. 

Plotinm  tells  us  k,  "  that  our  Soul  is  of  the 
"  fame  Species  with  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe. 
"  That  if  we  view  it,  as  it  is  in  itfelf,  ftript  and 
"  divefted  of  every  thing  foreign  to  it,  .we  fhall 
"  find  that  it  equally  deferves  our  Veneration 
«  and  Efteem." 

Alcinous  fays,  "The  Souls  of  Men  and  the 
"  Univerfe  do  both  partake  of  the  fame  Mi- 
"  ftion1." 

Stobteus^  fpeaking  of  Numenius,  Plotinus,  and 
Porphyrius,  explains  their  Doctrine  of  the  Soul, 
and  then  adds,  "  According  to  this  Opinion  the 
"  Soul  does  not  really  differ  from  the  Mind,  the 
"  Gods,  and  the  celeftial  Natures  ;  as  to  its  Na- 
"  ture  and  Subftance  m." 

Another  of  the  Followers  of  Plato  declared, 
"  that  the  Soul  had  the  fame  S  ufrftance  with 
<c  God  n." 

It 

k  Enn.  1.  i.  C.  I  2.  OMOEIAKS  xcti  'tptTtfa.,  xcu  orav  avsv  TUV 
ttfOcriMoiTuv  cx.Q'jrr.s  tv^yo'eis  TO  avro  T\piov  o  rv  4/t/p£ij.  Le  Clerct 
fpeaking  of  the  Platonifts,  fays,  Us  ont  aujji  fouvent  des  Expref- 
fans  peu  exaftes,  comme  quand  Plotin  dttt  que  nos  antes  font  de  la 
meme  e/pece  que  Vame  du  nicnde^  qui  efl  feulement  leur  fceur 
ainee.  CV/?  confondre  la  Creature  avec  le  Createur,  tf  ouvrir 
la  forte  a  r  Idolatrie.  Bibliotheque  Choifie,  tome  iii.  p.  ^j.. 
What  this  learned  Critic  means  by  peu  exafte,  amounts  to  no 
more  than  that  their  Notions  do  not  agree  with  his:  Tho'  the 
Words  infmuate  that  they  did  not  exprefs  their  own  meaning 
with  Precifion  ;  which  (whatever  he  might  think)  was  not 
the  Cafe. 

1  Stanleys  Lives  of  the  Philofophers,  p.   190.   ill  Ed. 

m  Phyf  EC.  p.  108.  Kara  fa  Totv-rvv  jy  xat  ©EfiN  xcu  rw 
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Theodorus  Afm?eus,  inter  Platonicos  non  obfcurus  Philo- 

iophus, 
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It  appears  from  thefe  PafTages,  that  the -Soul 
was  fuppofed  to  be  of  the  very  fame  Nature  and 
Subflance  with  God  himfelf.  It  muft  therefore 
either  have  been  conceived  to  be  a  Part  of  him, 
or  a  feparate  and  diftinct  Subflance,  equal  to  him. 
But  Mr.  Jack/on  himfelf  infifts  that  they  did  nat 
hold  any  feparate  and  diftinff  Subflance  to  be  equal 
with  God0  \  and  therefore,  by  his  Leave  I  would 
conclude,  that  they  believed  the  Soul  to  be  a 
Part  of  him. 

The  Reader  will  not  be  difpleafed  to  fee  this 
Reafoning  confirm'd  by  almoft  as  able  a  Judge 
of  Antiquity,  as  Mr.  Jackfon.  Intelliges  rurfus 
quo  fenfu  Plato  voluerit,  difcere  nihil  aliud  effe, 
quam  reminifci ;  nempe  quatenus  anima  mundi 
eft  omnilcia,  &  quselibet  ejus  parricula,  tanquam 
homogenea,  ejufdemque  conditions  cum  tot  a,  omni- 
fcia  fimiliter  eft :  Tametfi  quo  momento  demergi- 
tur  in  Corpus,  obfufcetur  &  quafi  lethasum  bibens 

fophus,  animam  humanam  Deo  ipfi  OMOOY2ION  effe  voluit. 
Gale's  Preface  to  Jamblicbus  de  Mvfteriis. 

P  roc /us  (in  Tbeologia  Platonic -a ,  libra  et  capite  primo]  highly 
extols  one  "Theodoras.  Upon  which  Fabricius  obferves,  The- 
odorum  Ajlmeum  puto  a  Proclo  innui,  quem  fepe  laudat  com- 
mentariis  in  Timseum.  Gr<?c.  £ihL  vol.  iv.  Jamblicho  et  fa- 
ma  et  eruditione  proximus  fuic  Theodoras  Afmenfis,  cujus 
crebro  meminic  Proclus  inTimaeum:  qui  cum  ^uvaiov,  hoc 
eft,  virum  egregium  et  magnum,  facpius  autem  ^ay/x,aro»,  five 
admirandum,  veluti  peculiari  cognomine  appellat.  Porphyrii 
difcipulum  fuifle  ex  Damafcio  didici  j  qui  in  Ifidori  vita  de 
admirando  ejus  profeftu  lie  fcribit,  «  ya^  iiri^ibovu.i  pa^w?>  «^' 
luj  etv^s^on  xctra  -7n7%tu/,  O/O-TT^  ©so^w^-  o  Affivou®'  vvi-r$ij 
fro  ru  Uo^v^u.  Neque  facile  erat  crefcere,  et  ad  cubitos 
proficere  j  quemadmodam  Theodorus  Afinenf.  fub  Porphyrio 
profecit.  Holftenius  de  vita  et  fcriptis  Porphyrii,  c.  vi.  As  the 
Teilimony  of  this  ancient  Writer  is  very  explicite  and  precife 
with  regard  to  the  prefent  Quettion,  I  thought  it  might  not 
be  improper  to  (hew,  that  he  was  a  Man  of  confiderable 
Name  and  Character;  and  higlily  efieemed  among  the  otd 
Philofophers. 

o  Page  8,  of  his  Defense. 

poculum, 


poculum,  oblivifcatur  omnia,  varie  deinceps  per 
fenfus  excitanda,  &  in  memoriam  revocanda?. 
To  the  Teftimony  of  Gaflendi^  I  ^fhall  juft  add 
that  ofSigpwus;  fpeaking  of  fome  old  Philofo- 
phers,  he  fays,  Quorum  opinio  conftans  fuit,  de- 
mitti  animos  e  ccelo,  divinasque  mentis  eos  eiTe 
non  folum  munus,  fed  etiam  partem  prsecipuam 
acpropriam.  "  The  Soul  is  not  only  a  Gift  of 
*'  God,  but  even  a  Part  of  him."  If  the  laft 
part  of  the  Sentence  be  not  underftood  in  the 
moft  literal  and  ftrict  Senfe,  the  former  Part  can. 
be  underftood  in  no  Senfe  at  all :  For  it  is  evident 
that  the  Soul  may  very  properly  be  faid  to  be  only 
a  Gift  of  God,  if  it  be  not  really  and  properly  a 
Part  of  him.  I  need  not  fay  that  I  take  the  Paf- 
fage,  juft  recited,  from  the  Piece  going  under 
the  Title  of  Confolation,  which  we  commonly 
fee  in  the  Collection  of  Cicero's  Writings. 

Thefe  Paffages  are  furely  very  much  to  the 
Purpofe,  if  any  thing  can  be  to  the  Purpofe  that 
is  urged  againft  a  favourite  Hypothecs.  It  would 
be  endlefs  to  run  through  the  feveral  Arguments 
and  Authorities,  that  might  be  produced  in  Fa 
vour  of  the  Doctrine  here  fupported.  But  enough 
furely  has  been  faid  in  Anfwer  to  the  Little,  the 
Nothing^  I  may  fay,  that  has  hitherto  been 
brought  againft  this  Part  of  the  Divine  Legation. 
For  what,  after  all,  has  Mr.  Jackfon  given  us  on 
this  Point  ?  Has  he  fairly  examined  any  tingle. 
Jleafon  or  Teftimony  alledged  by  his  learned 
Adverfary  ?  No,  not  one  -,  all  he  gives  is  the 
Ribaldry  of  ill  Language.  He  charges  Mr. 
Warburton  with  giving  this  Account  of  the  old 
Philofophy,  merely  becaufe  he  did  not  underftand 
it.  But  what  will  the  learned  Gentleman  lay  to 

P  Gaflcndus  in  1.  x.  Diogenis  Laertii,  p.  551. 

N  .  Ariftotle, 
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^  Cicero,  P.lutarch,  and  the  other  nume 
rous  Authorities  aboverhentioned  ?  Will  he  fay 
that  they  too  were  all  fure  Smatterers  in  Learn- 
ing  ?  That  they  were  not  verfed  in  the  Schools  of 
the  ancient  Philofophers  of  Greece  and  Italy  ? 
That  they  charged  the  old  Sy  items  with  thefe 
Principles,  purely  becaufe  they  did  not  tinder- 
ft  and  them  ? 

But  'tis  now  time  to  examine  what  the  learned 
Gentleman  has  faid  in  his  late  Defence,  in  oppo- 
fition  to  the  feveral  Arguments  which  have  been 
produced  in  this  Chapter.  Why,  here  he  refolves 
to  make  more  Work  with  me,  and  obferves, 
with  his  ufual  Acutenefs,  that  one  fmgle  Di- 
Itinction  will  ferve  to  confute  and  overturn  all  I 
have  here  faid.  "After  all,  the  Philofophers 
'<  did  not  think  the  human  Soul  was  Confub- 
"  ftantial,  or  of  the  fame  Nature  and  Subftance 
cc  with  the  fupreme  God  •,  which  cuts  the  Sinews 
c;  of  all  Mr.  Warburton's  and  his  Critic's  Demon- 
"  ft  ration  on  this  Head\  they  cannot  prove  it  of 
"  any  of  them  out  of  their  own  Writings.'* 
p.  66.  1  told  you  before  what  he  was  able  to  do 
with  his  Diftin&ions.  This  before  us  is  of  his 
own  native  Growth,  made  up  of  half  Fallacy  and 
half  Blunder.  The  Fallacy  lies  in  this  Part  of  the 
Affertion,  **  That  I  cannot  prove  the  human 
«  Soul  was  thought  by  the  Philofophers  Con- 
"  fubftantial  with  the  fupreme  God,  out  of  their 
"  own  Writings?  Now  almoft  all  the  Writ 
ings  'of  the  firft  Philofophers  on  this  Subject 
are  loft;  and  our  beft  Accounts  of  it  are  from 
their'  SuccefTors  and  Hiflorians-,  and  thefe,  we 
fee,  he  would  fhuffie  away,  and  have  pafs  for 
nothing.  However,  enough,  is  left  of  their  own 
Writings  to  do  his  Bufinefs, 

Rode 


Rode  caper  vitem  :  tamen  hinc,  cum  ftabis  ad 

aram, 
In  tua  quod  fpargi  cornua  pofilt,   erit. 

The  Blunder  is  in  this,  that,  becaufe  the  Philo- 
jbphers  fuppofed  the  Soul  to  be  Part  of  the  Ani- 
ma  Mundi^  and  fome  of  them  thought  the  Ani- 
ma  Mundi  not  the  fupreme  God,  that  is,  not  the 
firft  Perfon  in  the  Godhead,  therefore  the  Philo- 
fophers  did  not  fuppofe  the  Soul  to  be  Part  of 
the  fupreme  God.  But  he  (hould  have  known, 
what  (hall  be  prefently  taught  him,  that  feveral 
of  the  Philofophers  did  hold  the  Anima  Mundi  to 
be  the  fupreme  God.  This  being  premifed,  we 
now  come  a  little  clofer  to  this  Sinew-cutter  of 
Demonftrations,  who  yet  has  neither  the  Force 
nor'Skill  of  a  Corn-cutter. 

He  fays>  /  cannot  prove  that  any  of  the  Phik- 
fopherS)  out  of  their  own  Writings^  believed  the 
Soul  was  of  the  fame  Nature  and  Sub  fiance  with 
the  Jupr  erne  God.  Mr.tt^.  had  faved  me  this  La 
bour  long  ago.  Quid  eft  autem  cur  non  exi- 
ftimes  in  eo  divini  aliquid  exiilere  qui  DEI  PARS 
EST  ?  Totum  hoc  quo  continemur,  &  unum  eft 
&  Deus :  &  focii  ejus  fumus  &  membra.  Seneca. 
16  The  Souls  of  Men  have  the  nearelt  Relation 
"  to  GOD,  as  being  PARTS  or  FRAGMENTS  of 
"  him,  decerpt  and  torn  from  his  SUBSTANCE." 
Epittetus.  See  Div.  Leg.  iv.  p.  428.  Thefe  arc 
both  Stoics  \  and  we  know,  that  Seel  held  the* 
dnima  Mundi  to  be  the  fupreme  God.  But  with 
out  knowing  this,  their  very  ExprefTion  necefTa- 
rily  implies  them  to  be  fpeaking  of  the  fupreme 
Gocl.  But  what  is  above  all,  the  great  Mr. 
Jackfon  himfelf  fays  it,  as  we  fhali  fee  prefently, 

I  was  fome  time   puzzled   to   guefs  what   it 

fhould    be  that  could  make  him    take  all  this 

Pains  to  prove,  that  human  Souls  were  conceived 
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to  be  Parts  of  the  Anlma  Mundi  only^  or  univer- 
ial  Soul.  Bat  it  fe'ems  he  wants  to  ungod  this 
minima  Mundi,  and  fo  bring  in  his  Concltifion, 
that  the  Soul  was  not  Part  of  Gody  at  a  back 
Door.  But  Virgil  ftands  in  his  Way,  who,  tho* 
a  Poet,  yet  deals  lefs  in  Fiction  than  our  fevere 
Philofopher.  He  fays, 

Deum  namque  ire  per   omnes 
Terrafque  tractufqne  maris,  ccelumqueprofundum. 

Geor.  iv. 

Varro  confirms  the  fame,  as  appears  from  a 
PafTage  cited  in  this  Book :  Hi  foli  Varroni  viden- 
tur  animadvertifie  quid  effet  Deus,  qui  credide- 
runt  ewn  eiTe  animam,  motu  ac  ratione  mundum 
gubernantem.  Auguft*  De  Civ.  Dei,  iv.  9. 

Dicit  idem  Varro,  ad  hue  de  naturali  Theolo- 
gia  prasloquens  DEUM  SE  ARBITRARI  ESSE- 
ANIMAM  MUNDI.  J.  vii.  c,  6. 

But  now  comes  in  the  unlucky  Part  of  the 
Story.  Here  we  fee  he  boldly  affirms  that  the 
Anima  Mundi  was  not  conjidered  as  God.  Yet  no 
longer  fince  than  the  writing  his  firft  Pamphlet 
he  afferts,  that  the  Anima  Mundi  was  fuppofed 
to  be  the  fupreme  God.  Thefe  are  his  very 
Words, — "  And  it  was  the  received  ancient  No- 
"  tion  of  the  Deity,  That  the  fupreme  God  was 
4t  the  univerfal  Soul,  which  comprehended  and 
"  fuilained  all  Nature.  This  was  the  old  Egyp- 
"  tian  Doclrine  of  the  Deity,  which  Orpheus, 
<c  Homer i  Thales^  Pythagoras^  Empe docks ,  Plato ^ 
"•and  the  ancient  Stoics  learned  in  Egypt  and 
*«  propagated  amongft  the  Greeks  and  Latins  C* 

P-^- 

q  In  this  Pafiage  we  are  told  that  Godand  the  Soul  of  the 
World,  in  the  Opinion  of  Plato,  were  one  and  the  fame. 
And  yet  we  meet  with  a  very  different  Account  of  this  Mat 
ter  in  ancient  Writers.    Cyril/  tells  «s  in  very  plain  and  direct 
2  Terra  s. 


p.  83.  When  this  -was  wrote  the  Soul  of  the 
World  was  thefapreme  God.  But  Handing  in  the 
Way  of  this  Putter  up  and  Puller  down  ofSy- 
ilems,  it  is  now  no  God  at  all  A  ftrange  Re 
volution 

Terms,  "  That  the  fupreme  God  and  the  Good  were  faid  to 
"  be  the  fame.  That  Mind  was  fappofed  to  proceed  from 
"  him,  and  was  reckoned  the  fecond  God,  and  that  the  Soul  of 
"  the  World  was  fuppofed  to  be  the  /£/></ God."  To  nPftTON 

curtov T»TO  $s  euou  tyaai  T'AFAOON.  f|  uvru  yi  p>rp  yvs&cu 

NOYN, ov  &  aou  AEYTEPON  ovbfMe|tMi  ©EON  —  xat  ti 

.AEfTEPA  TASEI  ra  ni'liTOT  xaTaAo-yi^Wai.  xcu  /*>jv  %au 
TPITHN  Xoyowoww*  ra  xoo-px  *TXHN.  Cyril,  contra  Julianum. 
Ed.  Spanh.  p.  270.  vid.  too  p.  447.  Porphyry  too  plainly 
diftinguifhes  between  the  fupreme  God  and  the  Soul  of  the 

World  :  O  pit  nPi2TOX  ©EO7J ;$<«  «^w?  TWV  e|w$jj», 

wfl-Trep  «?»Tat.  a  fA^u;  a  ^  .ure  ICOSMOr  i'lXH.  De  AbfUnen- 
tia,  ii.  37. 

But  pofitive  as  our  Author  is  'here,  that  the  Soul  of  the 
World  and  the  fupreme  God  were,  according  to  the  Syftem 
.of  Plato,  one  and  the  fame;  yet  within  the  Diftanceofno 
,more  than  one  Page  he  himfelf  declares,  "  That  the  Notion 
"  of  an  Unity  and  Mind,  fuperlor  to  the  unwerfal  Saul, 
"  feems  to  have  been  the  PECULIAR  Conceit  of  Plato  and 
"  his  Followers  "  p.  85.  What  ttrange  Shuffling  and  Incon- 
fiftency  !  How,  Sir!  did  Plato  hold  the  univerfal  Soul  to  be  the 
fupreme  God,  and  yet  did  he  and  his  Followers  hold  an  Uni 
ty  and  Mind/uperior  to  it  ? 

But,  what's  ilill  wor(e,  he  reprefents  the  Stoics  as  maintain 
ing  the  fame  fupreme  God  with  Plato  himielf  j  tho1  die  con 
trary  be  as  evident  from  Antiquity,  as  any  thing  can  weji  be. 
Qrigen,  fpeaking;of  the  "Greek  Philofophers,  declares,  "That 
"  they  fuppofe  the  whole  World  tp  be  a  God  ;  Ibme  of  them, 

"    as  THE   STOICS,     MAKE    IT  THE    FIRST  GoD.    As  tO  the 

•"  Followers  of  Plato,  fome  of  them  affirm  it  to  t>e  they&vW,. 
*'  and  fome  the  third  God."  La^w?  $e  rov  oAov  xo?pov  teyvy-M 
jgn/ai  few.  ^TUIM  [AM  TOV  nPHTON.  Oi  $'  CCTTO  n^arwco;.  TO» 
^.vre^v.  rms  F  avruvrw  TPlTON.  Con.  Gel.  1  V.  p.  235.  Ed. 
Spen.  Thus  we  fee  whatever  he  affirms  or  denies,  as  he  does 
it  to  ferve  a  prefent  Occ.^fion,  he  is,  as  may  be  expefted, 
when  his  Purpofe  is  not  to  reprefent  Antiquity  but  his  own 
Fancies  about  it,  conftantly  in  the  wrong.  Before  I  difmifs 
this  Article,  1  cannot  bat  take  Notice  that  fome  Fatality 
furely  muft  attend  our  Author,  whenever  he  undertakes  the 
Queftion  of  a  Trinity.  We  have  feen  long  fince  in  what  Man 
ner  he  thought  fit  to  interpret  the  facred  and  primitive  Writers 
N  3  en, 
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volution  in  the  intellectual  World !  But  all  muft 
bow  before  the  Throne  of  this  Prince  of  Space r. 

C  H  A  P. 

• .... 

on  this  Subjeft  j  but  they,  whofe  View  the  Clouds  and  Dark- 
nefs  of  that  Controverfy  intercept,  may  form  a  near  Judgment 
of  his  Exploits  by  what  they  fee  of  him  in  this. 

r  But  to  come  to  his  other  Objections.  '  "  Our  Critic  (fays 
"  he)  in  his  feventh  Chapter  undertakes  to  prove  the  old 
*'  Philofophers  to  be  Spinozifts.  His  two  principal  Autho- 
<c  rities  are  a  Paflage  from  Cicero,  and  another  from  Pin- 
"  torch."  p.  54.  But  why  principal?  Only,  1  fuppofe,  becaufe 
he  thought  them  moil  manageable  I  have  already  anfwered 
his  Objections  againft  the  firft ;  and  as  to  Plutarch,  he  tells 
nie,  "  I  muft  allow  that  Plutarch's  is  a  crude  Reprefemation 
*'  of  Plato 's  Opinion  ;  svbo  certainly  never  thought  the  human 
*'  Saul  to  be  a  Part  of  the  one  fupreme  GWin  any  Senfe  vvhat- 
*'  foever."  p  58.  Need  I  defire  my  Adverfary  in  a  worfe 
Cafe  than  to  be  reduced  to  fay,  that  Plutarch  is  a  CRUDE 
REPRESENT ER  of  Plato's  Opinion  ?  But  his  Reafpn  for  this 
Cenfure  is  admirable.  For  Plato  certain!-;  never  thought  the 
luman  Soul  to  be  a  Part  of  the  one  fupreme.  God.  The  Qxieftion 
is  whether  he. did  think  fo.  Plutarch  is  brought  to  prove  it; 
and  Plutarch  is  difproved,  becaufe  Plato  did  not  think  fo.  And 
this  is  called  Reafoning.  One  would  call  it  begging  the  Que- 
iliqn,  but  that;  he  docs  every  thing  with  fo  high  a  Hand,  that 
{hews  him  readier  to  (leal  than  beg,  At  leaft  we  muft  reckon 
him  amongft  thejturdy  'Beggirs.  But  I  will  fuppofe  him  to 
have  a  lleafon. for- what  he  fays,  (one  of  the  leaft  likely  Sup- 
ppfitipns  I  could  make)  and,  that  he  faid,  Plutarch  talked 
crudely.  an4  that  Plato,  did  not  think  the  Soul  Part  of  the  fu- 
preme  God,  becaufe  this  fame  Plutarch  in  another  Place  fays, 
that,  according  to  the  Syftem  of  Plato,  the  Soul  of  Manias  of  the 
'fame  Nature  end  Kind  with  the  Soul  of  the  Univerfe.  IlyGayo- 
gzs,  il^r»T«>,  apO#£roy  «»«'»  T>!»  ^W-  s|»«^av  ya^  «;  TO  TOT 
JlANTOS  *TXHN  caxxuz&y  irps  TO  OMOFENES.  De  Placitis, 
jv.  7.  Now  he  had  taken  it  into  his  Head,  that  this  Soul  of 
the  Univerfe  was  not  God,  or  not  the  fupreme  God.  But  he 
miftakes  the  Matter.  The  Stoics  who  held  but  one  Perfon  in 
the  Deity,  held  the  univerfal  Soul  to  be  the  fapreme  God ; 
^nd  the  Platonijls,  who  held  three,  fuppofed  the  univerfal,Soul 
to  be  one  of  them.  The  good  or  fupreme  was  reckoned  the 
firfi;..  the  Mind  the  fecond  ;  and  the  Soul  of  tke.U'orMthc 
-third.  £lence  the  Author  of  the  Qivine  Legation  lays,  <(  The 
?'  Maintainers  of  the  Immateriality  of  the  divine  Subftance 
i*  were  likewife  divided  into  two  Parties ;  theiiritpf  which 
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CHAP.     IX. 

the  Dottrine  of  amther  Life  was  deli 
vered  in  the  Myfteries  in  the  mqft  fabulous 
andgrofs  Manner. 

LET  us  proceed  : — The  learned  Author  in  the 
next  Paflfage  fays,  ic  And  yet  he  allows  that 
"  thefe  Philofophers   conilantly  profeflcd  their 

•"  Beliei" 

*'  held  but  onePerfon  in  theGodhead,  the  other  two  or  three; 
•*'  fo  that  as  the  former  believed  the  Soul  to  be  Part  of  the 
*'  fupreme  God,  the  latter  believed  it  to  be  Part  only  of  the 
"  fecond  or  third  Hypoflafii.  vol.  i.  p.  418.  So  that  we  fee 
the  Anima  Mundi,  from  whence  the  Philofophers  took  the 
human  Soul,  its  not  being  held  the  fupreme  God  by  fome, 
amounts  to  no  more  than  that  it  was  not  the  firit  Perfon  in  the 
Deity. 

Page  58.  he  fay?,  "  What  fignrfies  all  our  Critic  has  been 
*'  arguing  in  his  fixth  and  feventh  Chapters,  that  the  Philo- 
"  fophers  neither  did  nor  could  believe  a  future  State  ?  "  Had 
he  only  read  the  very  Title  Page  of  the  Book  he  undertakes 
to  anfwer,  he  would  have  feen  that  the  Doftrine  eftabiifh'd  in 
this  Chapter,  is  very  much  to  my  Purpofe,  though  it  mny  not 
prove  that  the  Philofophers  difbelieved  another  Life.  I  prd- 
pofed  to  inquire  into  their  Notions  concerning  the  Soul  and  a. 
future  State ;  what  therefore  could  be  more  to  my  Purpofe, 
than  the  feveral  Teftimonies  which  I  have  here  urged,  in  or 
der  to  illuftrate  and  explain  the  Sentiments  of  the  old  Philo 
fophers  on  the/r/?  Point  ? 

However,  as  our  Author  has  wrote  three  Pamphlets  without 
ever  coming  to  the  Queflion,  I  will  now  mew  him  in  three 
Sentences  where  the  principal  Difficulty  lies.  If  then  the 
Philofophers  held  that  the  Soul  was  really  and  actually  a  Part 
of  God,  difcerped  and  taken  from  him  in  the  moft  literal  artd 
Itrift  Senfe:  Jfit  was  again  to  bezV?/ajVand  refolded  into  the 
Subftance  from  which  it  was  originally  taken  5  will  it  not, 
on  this  Suppofition,  be  neceffary  to  conclude,  that  the  Soul, 
after  its  Refufion,  was  to  lofe  its  fepa-rate  and  diftinft  Exigence, 
and  return  to  the  very  fame  State  and  Condition,  in  which  it 
was  before  it  was  taken  from  the  Anima  Mundi  or  God  ? 

N  What 


**  Belief  of  this  Doctrine,  as  well  as  the  Legi* 
**  flators  did  -,  and  they  had  the  fame  Inftructions 

"  concerning 

What  was  the  Inftance  which  was  commonly  ufed  to  illu- 
flrate  and  explain  this  Notion?  Why,  "  a  Bottle  filled  with 
f ''  Sea  Water,  which  fwimming  a  while  upon  the  Ocean,  did, 
"  on  the  Bottle's  breaking,  flow  in  again,  and  mingle  with 
"  the  common  Mafs."  Now  on  this  Companion  could  the  Soul 
be  fuppofed  to  retain  a  feparate  and  diitincl:  Exiftence,  after  it 
was  blendidand  mingled  with  its  parent  Subfhnce,  any  more 
than  the  Water,  when,  on  the  breaking  of  the  Bottle,  it 
flows  again  into  the  Ocean  ? 

And  let  me  add,  that  the  Cafe  was  exactly  fimilar.  In 
the  Courfe  of  thefe  Papers  1  have  taken  Occafion  to  examine 
the  Doclrine  of  the  Stoics  on  this  Article.  J  have  (hewn  by 
very  clear  and  inconteltable  Authorities,  that  the  Soul,  after 
it  was  diffolved  into  the  Anima  Mundi  t  was  no  longer  to  have 
any  peculiar  and  diilinft  Perception.  It  would  be  eafy  to 
ihew  the  fame  with  regard  to  Pythagoras  and  Plato  themfelves. 
And  indeed  as  they  held  that  the  Soul  was  as  truly  and  pro 
perly  a  Part  of  God  or  the  Anima  Mundi,  as  the  Stoics  them- 
felves ;  as  they  held  too  that  it  was  to  be  refolved  again  into 
this  fame  Anima  Mundi  or  the  Subftance  from  which  it  was 
originally  taken  j  it  is  natural  to  imagine  that  the  Refufion, 
on  their  Scheme,  was  to  be  attended  with  the  very  fame  Con- 
fequences,  as  on  that  of  the  Stoics.  It  would  not  be  difficult 
to  confirm  this  by  many  very  clear  and  exprefs  Teftimonies, 
did  my  Argument  Hand  in  need  of  them. 

It  was  then  of  Importance  to  mew  that  the  Soul  wascon- 
ceiv'd  to  be  of  the  very  fame  Nature  and  Subftance  with  God 
himfelf ;  as  this  will  be  a  fair  Preemption  that  it  was  not  to 
remain  a  feparate  and  diftindl  Being,  after  it  was  refolved  into 
the  Anima  Mundi.  Much  more  might  indeed  be  faid  for  this 
feparate  and  diftinclt  Exigence,  had  not  the  Soul  been  of  the 
fame  Species  with  the  Anima  Mundi  into  which  it  was  to  be 
'refolved.  However,  that  all  Perfonality  was  to  be  abforbed 
and  loft  by  this  means,  is  beft  proved  by  the  feveral  Authori 
ties  to  which  J  juft  referred  myfelf. 

What  then,  after  all,  is  the  main  Argument,  by  which  the 
Author  of  the  D  L.  attempts  tp  prove  that  the  Philofophers 
did  not  believe  a  future  State  ?  Why,  'tis  becaufe  the  Soul,  on 
their  Principles,  was  to  be  refolved  into  the  Anima  Mundi , 
and  this  Refufion  was  fuppofed  to  be  defrruftive  of  nil  perfonal 
and  diftinct  Exiftence.  And  what  does  Mr.  J,  oppofe  to  all 
Why,  he  fays,  that  the  Philofophers  talk  of  a  State  of 

Hapjpinefs 
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"  concerning  God  and  the  Soul  in  the  Myfteries, 
"  as  the  Legiflators  had,  who  there  learned  the 

"  Truth 

Happinefs  in  Heaven  ;  declare  that  the  Souls  of  good  Men 
are  to  return  to  God  and  celeitial  Beings,  &?r.  and  does  not 
Mr.  Warburton  readily  acknowledge  all  this  ?  What  then  fol- 
fows,  from  hence  ?  Why,  only  that  the  Philofophers  taught 
two  Doctrines  of  a  future  State.  One,  according  to  which 
the  Soul  was  to  be  abforbed  and  loft  in  the  Minima  Mundi ;  and 
another,  on  which  it  was  to  retain  a  feparate  and  diftincl  Ex- 
fllence.  The  Queftion  then  returns,  which  I  have  had  Occa- 
fion  to  afk  fo  often,  <viz.  Which  was  the  public,  which 
the  private  Doclrine  ?  And  here  1  need  only  refer  myfelf  to 
what  has  been  advanced  on  this  Point  in  the  foregoing  Part 
of  thefe  Papers.  What  was  faid  of  the  Stoics  in  the  fifth 
Chapter  does  equally  hold  with  regard  to  the  Philofophers  of 
other  Seels ;  and  what  has  been  alledged  in  Chapters  ii,  v,  vi. 
may  probably  convince  every  candid  and  impartial  Reader, 
that  the  Notion  of  future  Happinefs,  for  the  Belief  of  which 
the  learned  Gentleman  fo  zealoufly  contends,  was  merely  po 
pular. 

But  to  proceed.  Mr.  J.  in  order  to  amufe  the  Reader, 
and  perplex  the  Argument,  does  all  along  charge  me  with 
faying,  that  the  Soul  could  have  no  peculiar  and  diftind  Ex- 
iftence  in  a  future  State,  purely  becaufe  it  'was  a  Part  of  God 
or  confubjlantial  with  him.  p.  63,64.  And  then  arguing  on 
this  Suppofition,  he  brings  fome  Reafons  and  Inftances  to 
fliew,  that  the  Soul  might  be  fuppofed  to  retain  a  particular 
Subfiftence  after  Death,  notwithftanding  it  was  thought  to  be 
really  and  a£lually  a  Part  of  God.  All  this  is  very  well.  But 
jf  now  the  attentive  Reader  mould  aflc  him,  Againft  whom  he 
has  been  arguing,  and  for  what  End  all  this  Expence  of  Lo 
gic  ?  he  would  perhaps  be  puzzled  for  an  Anfwer.  For  he 
has  here  to  do,  God  knows,  with  no  fubtile  Metaphyfician, 
Who  can  prove  from  the  abftraft  Nature  of  Refufion,  that  there 
could  be  no  dijiintt  Exigence ;  but  with  a  plain  Relater,  th^% 
faithful  Hiftorian,  of  the  Opinions  of  the  Greek  Philofophers « 
Of  whom  he  ventures  to  affirm,  that  THEY  UNDERSTOOD 
this  Refujion  to  take  $<way  all  dijlinft  Exigence.  Now  both 
the  Myileries  of  Metaphyfics,  and  the  Arts  of  Controversy 
are  loft  upon  fuch  an  Adverfary  ;  who  will  neither  go  out  of 
his  Road,  nor  ftay  longer  in  it  than  is  juft  neceflary  to  fet 
Truth  in  a  fair  Light.  Therefore,  according  to  the  old  Sing, 
—  Put  up  your  Trumpery ,  good  noble  Marquefs.  Jf  you  would 
Jjave  any  thing  to  fay  to  me,  it  is  your  Bufmefs  to  prove  one 

of 


C:C -Truth  of  this  Doctrine  and  believed  it;  an4 
'*'  -whiffy  was  no  other  than  a  more  rational  Expli- 

"  cation 

of  thefe  two  things ;  either  that  tie  Soul  ^was^ot  to  be  refohea 
•into  the  Anlma  Mundi,  or  "that  this  Refujtoq  WAS  NOT  SUP 
POSE  D  to  deftrcy  its  ferfonal  and  dijlinft  Exiftence. 

Again  at  p.  "64.116  fays,  "  If  any  CONSUBSTA  NTIA  LIT? 
"  of  the  Soul,  is  toc'6hMent  with  a  future  State,  it  is,  to  Dt- 
.*'  mwjtration,  equally  inconfiftent  with  the  prefent  State,  or 
"  with  any  Subfillence  at  all.  This  I  fhew'd  Mr.  Warburton 
"  before,  p.  72,  73.  of  my  Defence  of  the  J ewijh  Rewla- 
*'  //OK."  ^  But  he  mail  (hew  his  Demonjlration  in  another 
Light  before  Mr.  Warburton  will  think  himfelf  concerned  in 
it  For  where  is  it  that  either  he  or  I  have  faid  that  any  Con- 
fub  ft  ant  i  all  ty  of  the  Soul  with  God  was  inconjtflerit  with  its  fu 
ture  State,  of  diftinft  Exigence.  Does  Mr.  Jackfon  think  us 
fuch  Idiots  to  deny  that  in  one  Cafe.,  which  the  molt  important 
Doftrine  of  our  holy  Religion  has  taught  us  to  hold  in  another. 
Mr.  W.  and  I  believe,  tho'  Mr.  Jackfon  does  not,  that  the 
Saviour  of  the  World  is  confubjlantial  with  the  Father.  And 
yet  we  have  both  the  Grace  and  Senfe  to  believe,  that  he  had 
not  only  a  diftinft  Exiftence  here,  but.has  it  ftill  likewife  in 
Heaven.  What  occasioned  this  ftrange  blundering  Mifrepre- 
fcntarion  was  our  great  Philofopher's  miftaking  the  Caufe  for 
the  Effeff ;  Confubftantiality  for  Refufion.  For  it  mufl  be  con- 
feffed  we  both  hold  that  the  Refujlan  at  Death  is  inconfijtent 
with  a  future  State :  Now  if  he  will  undertake  to  demonjlrate 

'that  this  is  equally  inconfijlent  with  the  prefent  State,  Mr.  Way- 
litrton,  I  dare  fay,  will  own,  he  will  Jheiv  him  fomething 

'worth  the  feeing.  In  the  mean  time  I  have  examined  and  ex 
plained  at  large  the  Sentiments  and  Principles  of  the  Stoics 
concerning  thisRefufion.  Mr.  J.  himfelf  allows,  that,  ac 
cording  to  their  Reafoning,  it  was  confider'd  as  the  DeJlruSion 

'of  tbeSouFs perfonal  Subfijlence,  p.  65,  66.  But  will  the  Gen 
tleman  infer  from  hence  that  this  Notion  of  the  Soul  is  equally 

jnconfflent  with  the  prefent  State,  or  with  any  Subfiftence  at 
till?  Is  this  evident  to  Demonftration,  as  our  Author  fondly 
Imagines  ?  If  it  is ;  why  then  our  Author  has  demonftrated 
(how  ready  foever  he  may  be  to  quarrel  at  the  Term)  not  only 

"that  the' Stoics  difbeliev'd  the  particular  Subfitfence  of  the  Soul 

."in  &  future  State,  but  even  in  the  prefent  -,  and,  toufehisown 

Words,  that  they  di (believed  any  Subjiflcnce  cf  the  Soul  at  all. 

Now  this,  I  apprehend,  was  not  the  Point,  which  he  under- 

*took  to  demonjlrate  in  hisfrft  Piece. 

But  let  him  anfwer  thefe  plain  Qjjeftiofts ;  if  the  Stoics 

might 
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".•  #ation  of  -it;  dive/led  of  Fable,  -than  that  which 
*'  was  taught  to  the  People*."  He  falfifies  the 

Dodtrine 

a  Mr.  Jaclfotts  Defence,  p.  8.  9. 

might  aflign  the  Soul  a  feparate  Exiftence  in  the  prefent  State, 
and  not  in  the  future  ;  why  might  not  other  Philosophers  do  the 
fame  ?  If  the  Stoics  did  not  hold  a  feparate  and  diftincl  Ex 
iftence  in  this  Life  ;  how  does  it  appear  that  the  other  Philo- 
fophers  did  hold  one  ? 

Again :  "  What,  (fays  Mr.  J .}  if  their  metaphyfical  No- 
"  tion  of  the  Soul  was  not  right  or  ftri&ly  Philofophical.  £sfc." 
p.  59.  Ay,  Co  fay  I;  what  then  ?  This  concerns  neither  him 
nor  me  :  Tho'  he  feems  to  think  otherwife.  But  his  chief 
Object  in  difputing  is  againft  whom,  not  ngainft  what,  he  an- 
fwers.  Othtrwife  he  would  have  known,  that  both  Mr.  W. 
and  I  charged  the  Philofophers  with  this  Opinion,  not  as  it 
was  abfurd  or  unphilofophical,  but  as  it  dejlroyed  a  future  State. 
I  charge  it  upon  them,  that  their  Doftrine  of  the  Refit/ton 
was  aftually  inco-nflflent  with  all  perfonal  and  diftinft  Subfift- 
ence;  and  what  is  more,  that  they  them&lves  afiert  and  con 
tend  for  this  very  Tnconfiftency.  Antoninus  fpeaking  of  Death 
fays,  "  You  have  hitherto  exifled  as  a  Part  (or  have  had  a 
"  particular  Subfiftence)  you  will  afterwards  be  abforbed  and 
"  loft  in  the  Subilance,  that  produced  you."  To  which  one 
may  add  feveral  other  PafTages  produced  in  the  fifth  Chapter. 

"  I  gave  Mr.  W.  a.  Caution,  fays  he,  both  of  the  Fallacy 
"  and  Danger  of  drawing  Confequences  (whether  right  or 
T<  wrong)  from  Men's  fpeculative  Opinions,  feff ."  p.  69.  I 
CAUTIONED  HIM  (fays  he)— Satis  pro  imperio  !  This  Man's 
Caution  is  to  pafs  for  a  Law;  which  whoever  contemns  is 
fure  to  be  befpattered  with  his  Billing/gate.  Like  the  Mad 
man  in  Don  Quixote  to  his  Adverfary,  '*  I  am  Neptune,  the 
"  God  of  the  Seas,  fays  he,  and  if  you  draw  Confequences, 
*'  right  or  wrong,  againft  my  Sovereignty,  I  will  deluge  the 
*c  whole  Town."— And  fo  pifs'd  in  his  Face  for  a  Sample. 
But  that  Cautiqn,  he  gives  his  Adverfary  he  would  not  take 
liimfelf.  For  a  fmall  Degree  of  Attention  would  have  (hewn 
him,  that  his  Adverfary  had  charged  no  Confequences  on  the 
old  Philofophers,  but  what  they  themfelves  maintain  in  very 
direct  and  exprefs  Terms.  Of  which,  this  the  very  Cafe  of 
the  Refujjon,  on  which  the  whole  Argument  turns  is  a  con 
vincing  Proof. 

As  to  the  Soul's  being  a  Part  of  God,  I  did  not  touch  upon 
'.  the  Stoics  thought  of  it,  in  this  Chapter,  taking  it  for 

granted 
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Do&rine  of  the  Divine  Legation  •,  which  fays, 
that  the  Legijlators  TAUGHT  the  ^Truth  of  this 

Dottrine 

granted  that  no  Body  would  be  hardy  enough  to  aflert  their 
Orthodoxy,  or  maintain  that  they  did  not  hold  it.  However, 
as  Mr.  y .  in  the  Rage  of  Difputation,  has  pawn'd  his  Credit 
for  them  on  this  Head ;  and  taken  upon  Mmfelf  to  clear  them 
from  fo  impious  and  abfurd  a  Notion  >  I  rauft  beg  leave  to  offer 
a  few  Remarks  on  this  Head. 

It  may  not  be  improper  to  pr.emife  that  the  Stoics  were  far 
Bioregrofs  in  their  Conceptions  of  God  and  the  Soul,  than  fe- 
veral  of  the  other  Sects:  Some  of  which  held  four  Elements 
of  the  material  World,  out  of  which  all  Things  were  fuppof- 
cd  to  draw  their  Being  ;  but  then  they  added  to  thele  a  fifth 
EJJence  or  Nature,  intirely  feparate  and  diftinct  from  them. 
And  which  was  thought  only  to  belong  to  God  and  the  Soul. 
With  regard  -now  to  this  fifth  Effence,  the  Stoics  were  far 
more  grofsthan  many  of  the  old  Philofophers,  as  they  thought 
it  to  be  only  Fire. 

Cum  autem  quaereretur  res  admodum  difficilis,  num  quinta 
quaedum  natura  videretur  efl'e,  ex  qua  ratio  C5"  intelligent! a 
orirentur,  in  quo  etiam  de  animis,  cujus  generis  client,  quae- 
reretur,  Zeno  id  dixit  ejfeignem.  Cicero  de  Fin.  1.  ii. 

2.  Another  thing  averted  by  the  Stoics  was,  "  That  no- 
**  thing  could  be  made  or  formed  out  of  nothing."  Tuis 
Maxim  they  underftood  in  the  grofs  Epicurean  Senfe.  They 
held,  in  Confequence  of  this  Principle,  that  all  Beings  muftbe 
formed  out  of  Materials  that  exifled  before.  They  fuppofecl 
that  even  the  Deity  could  not  make  any  thing  out  of  nothing, 
or  create  in  the  itrict  and  proper  Senfe  of  this  Word ;  and 
therefore  they  afligned  him  Materials  out  of  which  Beings  were 
to  be  made.  The  great  Cud*uuortby  fond  as  he  was  of  vindi 
cating  the  Credit  of  the  old  Philofophers  on  this  very  Point, 
allows  that  this  was  the  Doctrine  of  the  Stoics  ;  exprefsly  af 
firms  that,  on  their  Principles,  "  nothing  was  nor  could  be 
*'  made  by  God,  othenvHe,  than  out  of fornething  pre-exiftittg, 
**  as  a  Carpenter  makes  a  Houfe,  or  a  Weaver  a  Piece  of 
f*  Cloth."  p.  740. 

5 ,  Let  us  now  fee  what  they  thought  concerning  the  Soul 
and  God.  On  their  Syftem  the  Univerfe  or  the  World  was 
iuppoied  to  be  God.  This  World  or  God  was  indeed  confi- 
c*er'd'as  an  Animal,  compounded  of  Soul  and  Body.  The 
Soul  was  fuppofed  to  pervade  and  actuate  all  other  Subftances  >y 
T.rA  thefe  other  Subflances  or  the  feveral  Syftem.s  of  Matter 
yverc  believed  to  <:cnilitute  and  form  the  Body  of  God.  I 

need 


Doftrine  in  tbeMyfteries,  not  that  tbey  LEARNED 
it  there.  But  I  lhall  concern  myfeif  only  with 

the 

need  not  go  about  to  prove  this,  as  Mr.  J.  himfelf  feems  to 
allow  it.  "  The  general  Notion  of  the  Stoics  was,  that  God 
"  was  the  Mind  or  Soul  which  was  diffus'd  thro'  and  a&uated 
"  all  Things ;  as  they  fuppofed  the  Soul  acted  in  the  whole 
*'  human  Body,  fo  they  thought  the  World  was,  as  it  were,. 
"  the  Body  of  which  God  was  the  Soul/'  p.  67. 

Cicero,  fpeaking  of  Cbryfypus,  fays,  Ait  vim  divinam  ia 
ratione  effe  pofitam,  &  univerfas  naturae  animo,  atquemente: 
ipfumque  nmndum  deum  dicit  ejft,  fcf  tjus  aninii  fufiwem  uni- 
*verfam.  De  N.  D.  1.  i.     Upon  which   the  learned  Boyle  ob- 
ierves :  On  voit  dans  le  Paflage  de  Ciceron  que  j'ai  raporte  un 
galimatias  incomprehenfible,  &  un  caos  plus  confus  que  celui 
des  poetes :  mais  on  ne  laiffe  pas  d'y  voir  clairement  que  felon, 
Chryfippe,  Dieu  etoit  fame  du.   monde,  C5*  que  le  monde   etoit 
Fextenjion  uni<verfel!e  de  cette  ante     La  confcquence  neceflaire 
&  inevitable  de  cela  eft  que  Fame  de  Fbomme  eft  une  portion  dt 
Dieu,&c.  Diflian.  CHRYSIPPUS.  Rem.  H.     Let  me  thenafk, 
on  this  Suppofition  was  not  every  Man  and  Animal,  every  Stock 
and  Stone,  as  truly  and  properly  a  Part  of  God,   as  on  the 
Notion  and  Hypothecs  of  Spinoza  himfelf?  How  was  it  in 
deed  poflible  that  there  fliould  be  any  thing  in  this  Cafe  which 
was  not  really  and  actually  a  Part  of  God  ?  But  after  all,  what 
an  extravagant,  fenfelefs,  and  grofs  Notion  of  the  Divinity  is 
this  ?  It  is  indeed  fo.  extravagant  and  abfurd,  that  the  greateii 
Admirers  of  this  Se&do  fometimes  fpeak  of  it  with  a  proper 
Severity  and  Warmth.     Casterum  Sroici  ita  univerfum  hoc 
Deum  permeare,  ut  numen  cum   mundo  unum  YnOKElME- 
NON  conftitueret ;  quod  eft  a  pietaie  Chrijlianaque  difciplina 
alienum.  Gataker  in  Mar.  Anton.  1.  iv.  40.  De  erroneo  Stoi- 
corum  dogmate,  quod  Deum  &  mundum  animalisinilar  anima 
&  corpore  confidi,  in  idem  coalefcere  totum  prodiuit,  alibi  ei5 

diclum. And  in  another  Place  having  defcribed  this  very 

Doctrine  of  the  Stoics,  the  learned  Writer  adds,  nx  illi  erro- 
rem  errabant  reclaj  rationi  nimium  quantum. abfimilem,  Da- 
cier  in  Anton.  1.  iv.  39,  21. 

4.  In  the  foregoing  Sheets  we  have  faid  much  of  the  Stoical 
Renovations  ;  it  has  been  (hewn  that  Gods,  Men,  and  all 
other  Subftances  were  to  be  refolved  into  the  Anima  llundi  or 
fupreme  God' of  this  Seel,  either  before  or  at  the  general  Con 
flagration  ;  and  that  they  were  to  iflue  and  flaw  from  him 
again  at  the  general  Reftoration.  I  would  afk  then,  were  not' 
fhe  Souls  of  Men  fuppofed  to  be  fo  many  Parts  of  God  after 


the  laft  Words.  Therefore  pray,  Sir,  where  are 
your  Authorities  to  prove  this  very  extraordinary 

Fad? 

their  Refufion,  or  the  time  when  they  were  diflblved  into 
him  ?  Muft  they  not  therefore  be  fo  many  Parts  of  him  when 
they  ifTueand  flow  from  him  ? 

But,  fays  Mr.  J.  the  Souls  of  Men  were  formed  from  the 
Body  of  God,  and  not  from  his  Soul.  P.  67.  "  God  made  or 
"  formed  all  things,  as  he  will'd,  out  of  this  his  Body ;  hu- 
"  man  Souls  were  formed  from  the  fary  Element"  So  far 
then,  tho5  very  unwillingly,  we  have  brought  him,  that,  ac 
cording  to  the  Principles  of  the  Stoics,  the  Souls  of  Men 
were  taken  from  the  divine  Subftance  ;  the  only  Queftion  is, 
whether  they  were  taken  from  the  Soul  or  the  Body  of  God  ; 
and  the  following  PafTages  do,  I  think,  neceffarily  confine 
us  to  the  firii  Diogenes  Lacrtius,  explaining  the  Doctrine  of 
the  Stoics,  fays,  TV^a  (^v^viv)  ?uv  chuv,  a<pQa.pro*,  vtq  MEPH 
E1NAI  rct,$  EI/  rots  £uotc,  1.  vii.  §156.  TW  -^v^py  &  oAy  TS  MerfAH 
$ii)xiHv.  r&  MEPOS  (ltfrt%pylas  r^a.^  ^L-^yo^at,  Hermias  in  Irrif. 
Philof.  He  there  gives  this  as  the  Doctrine  of  Cleanthes. 

5.  "  There  is  only  one  Soul,  fays  Antoninus  >  divided  amongft 
""all  irrational  Animals;  one  intellectual  Soul  is  divided 
amongft  all  reafonable  Beings.  As  one  Earth  is  common  to 
all  terreftrial  Beings  j  as  we  all  fee  by  the  fame  Light,  and 
breathe  one  and  the  fame  Air."  ix.  8.  Again,  "  There  is 
only  one  common  Light  of  the  Sun,  tho'  it  be  intercepted 
by  Walls,  Mountains,  and  a  Thoufand  other  Objecls. 
There  is  but  one  common  Subllance,  tho*  feparated  and 
divided  into  an  infinite  Number  of  Bodies.  There  is  but 
one  Soul,  tho'  divided  into  feveral  particular  Natures. 
There  is  but  one  common  in telleftual  Soul,  though  it  feem 
"  to  be  divided"  1.  xii.  30.  Why  does  he  talk  of  this  feeming 
or  real  Divijion,  but  to  furnifh  and  fupply  Souls  to  the  feveral 
Individuals  ?  And  does  not  this  Diviflon  imply  that  thefe  feve 
ral  Souls  muft  be  the  very  particular  and  individual  Parts  of 
the  Anima  Mundi,  or  God  himfelf  ? 

Vojfius  underftood  this  Doctrine  of  the  Stoics  in  the  very 
Senfe  I  have  here  given.  Eadem  illuftremus  Stoicorum  pla- 
citis;  quibus  natura  eftingens  animal,  utroque  fexu  prasditum. 
Prius  igitur  docebo,  Stoicis  hunc  mundum  five  rerum  naturam 
effe  animal  divinum,  conftans  mente  divina,  &  corpore  mun- 
dano:  cujus  fmgulae  etiam  partes  Dii  vel  Dei  membra  forent, 

quia  divina  ilia  mens  partes  fingulas  permearet. Itaque  ani- 

mas  etiam  humanas,  non  pecudum  modo,  putabant  efle  illius 
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Fad  ?    You   do   indeed  prortounce   "  tint    tfa 
ff4  Doftrine  of  another  Life,  as  delivered  in  -the 

"  Myfttrie$% 

animae  (mundi)  partitnlds*  De  Pbyfelogia  Cbifiiaita,  et-  Throb- 


p.  724. 

6.  Jt  will,  I  fuppofe,  be  no  Difcreciit  to  the  Notion  I  have 
here  explained,  that  fcveral  Writers  of  the  firil  Name  .have 
given  this  as  the  real  Sentiment  and  Principle  of  the  old  Stales. 
Super  animas  ftatu  memini  veftrae  quaeftiuBcalse  :  Utruai  lapfa 
de  coelo  fit,  ut  Pythagoras  philofophus^platonici,  &  Origenes 
putant:  zn  a,  .propria  D*t  Jubftantia,  ut  Stoics,  Manichasus,  & 
Hifpanias  Prifcilliani  haerefes  fufpicantur.  Jerom  Epift.  IxxxiL 
A  learned  Writer  of  our  own  fpeaks  to  the  fame  Purpofe. 
Aiunt  enim  illi  res  omnes,  fuo  modo,  participare  Deunij  ant- 
mafque  noitras  mminatim  effe  MOPlA  Ssy  *«i  AflOSflASMA-* 
TA.  Unde  Seneca  de  animo,  Quid  eft  autcm  cur  nan  exijlim&b 
tn  e  o  divini  aliquid  e  'xiftere,  qui  Dei  pars  eft?  Arch<sologi<e  Pvi- 
lofopbictc  c.  vii.  But  the  following  'Authorities  will  probably 
be  thought  decifive.jEt  jam  vides  Stoicis  undef-t  anima:  e  caelo/ 
a  Deo,  ip/am  Deum.  Elata  &  <vana  funt  .^Lipfius  de  Pbyf.  Stoic. 
\.  iii.  c.  8.  dntor.inus  fometimes  calls  the  Soul  a  Daemon,  aa 
Emanation  arid  Difcerption  from  the  Deity.  Upon  this  Ca- 
faubon  remarks,  "  That  by  that  Word  Antoninus  doth  intend 
"  a  Deity,  he  himfelf  doth  fufficiently  clear,  not  only  when 
*  he  calls  ATTOPPOHHV  and  airwirourpovriov  ru  &&,  but  by  othf:r 
i:  PafTages,  where  he  plainly  fays  of  it,  that  it  is  God.'* 
l.ii.  8.  The  learned  Dr.  Stanhope  fays,  "  The  Faults  which 
"  are  juftly  to  be  found  with  Stores  are,  the  believing  a  Mul- 
"  tit  ud  e  of  Gods  j  teaching  that  the  Soul  was  a  Part  of  ri?& 
IS  Divinity"  Preface  to  Antoninus. 

Animam  divini  fpiritus  portiunculam,  ejufdemque  prorfirs 
naturae,  antumabant  Stoicij  tanquam  Deus  ipfe  e  partibus  di- 
verfis  conftare  poffet,  aut  in  plura  dividi  luftineret  ens  omnium 
perfediffimum.  Dacier  in  Antenin.  \\.  \  .  Again  :  Verentw 
interim,  ne  fubarroganter  faciainus,  fi  mentem  noftram  ur- 
cunque  prseftantiffimam  divinae  mentis  effluvium,  aut  portion- 
culam,  fimilem  ufquequaque,  &  ejufdem  SubJJantia  cum  S-fo- 
iris  dixerimus.  1.  iv.  4.  The  Cafe,  to  fum  it  up  in  a  word, 
was  this,  fome  of  the  Philofophers  held  two  Subftances  in  Na- 
turej  fome  but  one.  Of  thole  who  held  only  one,  «y/«.  Mat' 
ter  there  can  be  no  Difpute  in  the  prefent  Queftion.  Those 
who  held  two,  <viz.  Matitr  and  Spirit,  gave  the  butnan-Ssuito 
the  Sou!  of  God,  not  to  the  Body.  And  will  now  Mr.  J.  con^ 
temn  all  this  as  flight  and  trivial?  Will  he  infift  that  Men  of 
the  fir  11  Name  in  the  learned  World  knew  nothing  of  the  Philo. 
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"  Myfteriesy  was  divefted  of  all  Fable."  But, 
Sir,  the  Confidence  of  your  AfTertion  will  not 
fupply  the  Modefty  of  your  Evidence,  which  is 
filent  upon  this  Head,  Why  did  you  conceal  from 
your  Reader,  that  the  Divine  Legation  tells  us 
that  the  Ancients  have  given  a  very  different  Ac 
count  of  this  Matter  ?  Or  have  you  really  forgot 
it  ;  Give  me  leave  then  to  refrefh  your  Memory. 
Plato,  fpeaking  of  thofe  who  eftablifhed  the 
Myfteries,  declares  "  that  they  were  excellent 
"  Perfons,  —  that  they  there  taught  that  all  who 
"  died  before  Initiation,  would  defcend  into  the 
"  infernal  Regions  ,  and  there  be  condemned  to 
<c  grovel  in  Filth  and  Mire.  But  that  all  who 
*c  had  been  initiated,  would,  upon  their  Arrival 
"  at  the  fame  Place,  be  tranflated  to  the  Habi- 
"  tations  of  the  Gods  V 

When  Antifthenes  was  innitiated,  the  Prieft 
told  him  "  that  all  who  were  admitted  to  the 
"  Myfteries,  would  be  intitled  to  great  Hap- 
"  pinefs  in  the  infernal  Regions  c."  Thus,  Sir, 

in 

fopby  of  Greece  or  Italy  ?  Or  will  he*  charge  them  with  Preju 
dice  and  Partiality  in  the  Cafe  ?  But,  unluckily,  all  their 
Prejudice  muft  lie  on  the  other  Side  of  the  Queftion.  They 
were,  we  know,  zealous  Advocates  for  the  old  Stoics^  ever 
ready  to  qualify  and  foften  whatever  in  their  Syftem  was  moft 
fubjeft  to  Exception.  What  therefore  but  the  Notoriety  of  the 
Fad,  and  the  plain  Teftimony  of  all  Hiftory,  could  oblige  them 
to  allow  and  affert  a  Truth,  which,  in  their  own  Opinion, 
reflects  fo  much  Shame  and  Difcredit  on  their  favourite  Seel  ? 

b  In  Phaedone. 

c  Diogeaes  Laertius,  1.  vi.    Mwou^ew?  wore  ra.  OpQucu,  TQV 

£»7TOv1o?  071     01  TCtVTOC,  (AVQVfltVOk     WO^Afc/jr     ay«.9ft;»     EN 


Our  Critic  (fays  Mr.  J.}  vainly  alledges  that  the  Words 
««  of  Zeno  (Sedes  piorum  ab  impiis  efTe  difcretas  ;  illos  quidem 
'*  quietas  ac  deleftabiles  incolere  regiones  ;  hos  vero  lucre  pee- 
"  nas  in  tenebrofis  locis  atgue  in  cceni  voraginilus  borrendi;) 

"  relate 
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in  dire&  Contradiction  to  what  you  maintain, 
fome  of  the  beft  Writers  of  Antiquity  afllire  us, 
that  the  Dodlrine  of  another  Life  was  delivered 


in 


"  relate  to  the  popular  Account  of  a  future  State.  What !  be- 
**  caufe  there  is  a  figurative  Expreffion  in  the  latter  Part  of 
"  them,  fomething  like  the  Scripture  Phrafe  of 'being  cafl  into 
"  outer  Darknefs,  &V.  could  not  he  fee  that  Zeno  fpake  the 
"  Language  of  one  initiated  into  the  Myfteries  ?  Where  future 
"  Punifhments  were  fcenically  reprefented  by  Darknefs,  <wal- 
"  lowing  in  Mire,  and  other  Emblems  of  Terror  ;  as  Happi- 
"  nefs  was  by  Light,  and  fenfible  Delights  and  Entertain-* 
"  ments.  But  does  it  follow  from  hence,  that  the  Doctrines 
"  of  the  Myfteries  were  exoteric  and  vulgar  Notions  only, 
"  contrary  to  the  Defign  of  them  ?  And  that  Men  were  there 
*'  taught  to  disbelieve  a  future  State?"  Farther  Defence, 
44,  5.  Our  Author  infifts  that  the  vulgar  Motion  of  a  future 
State  was  not  taught  in  the  Myfteries.  But  why  then  does  he 
make  no  Reply  to  what  PJato&nd  Diogenes  Latrtius  have  ad 
vanced  on  this  Point  ?  There  can  furely  be  as  little  Occafion, 
as  there  would  be  Difficulty,  to  defend  thefe  two  learned  An*- 
clents  againft  fuch  a  Writer  as  Mr.  J.  However,  as  he  is  not 
convinced  by  the  Authority  of  thefe  two  Writers,  I  muft  re 
fer  him  for  his  further  Satisfaction  to  this  Paffage  of  his  own. 
"  Thefe  two  future  States  were  alfo  reprefented  figuratively 
"  and  exoterically  i  the  one  by  Regions  of  Light,  and  delight- 
"  ful  Entertainments  of  the  Senfes ;  and  the  other  by  Scenes 
cc  of  Horror  and  Darknefs*  wallowing  in  the  Mire  j  and  being 
"  terrify *d  with  difmal  Sights,  and  tormented  in  Flames  of 
'*  Fire."  (Defence,  p.  8.)  But  what  then  was  the  public  and 
exoteric.  Doctrine?  Why,  according  to  Mr  J .  it  taught  that 
the  Wicked  were  to  wallow  in  Filth  and  Mire.  And  is  not 
this  the  very  Language  of  Zeno?  And  does  nor  Mr.  J  him- 
felf  fay  it  was  the  very  Language  of  the  Mytleries,  *4  where 
"  future  Punifhments  were  fcenically  reprefemed  by  Darknefs, 
f '  wallowing  in  the  Mire,  and  other  Emblems  of  Terror  ? " 
And  does  he  not  contend  that  this  was  the  Language  of  the 
Myftefies  ?  Why  then  is  he  angry  with  me  for  fayifv'g  the 
fame  thing?  Or  is  theGenflemaa  fo  very  capiiotfs,  that,  r;> 
ther  trran  agree  with  me,  he  will  even  quarrel  with  niwfelf? 
But  this  will  always  be  the  Cafe  when  a  Man  fteals  what  he 
does  not  urfderftand ;  as  he  here,  who  pretends  to  talk  of  the 
Myfteries  after  Mr.  ?/".  The  ground  of  his  Miftalle,  with 
which  he  fo  ftrangely  emharraffes  himfelf  and  infnlts  me,  is 
this :  He  takes  it  for  granted,  that  the  Notion  of  a  future  Stare 
O  taught 


f    202    1 
L  J 

in  the  Myfieries  in  the  mofl  popular  and  grofs 
Senfe  ;  they  were  fo  far  from  refining  on  the  com 
mon  Ideas,  that  they  give  us  thofe  very  Ideas  as 
the  whole  of  the  Matter.  The  Reader  will  make 
a  proper  Reflection  on  a  Faft  thus  roundly  affert- 
ed,  contrary  to  the  clear  and  exprefs  Evidence 
of  the  Ancients  themfelves. 


C  H  A  P.    X. 

*That  the  Refinements  of  the  Philofophers  on 
the  common  Notion  of  a  future  State  y  went 
much  farther  than  the  learned  Writer  ima 
gines.— tfhe  Metempfychofis  of  Pythago 
ras  explained^  andjhewn  to  be  dejlruffive  of 
all  future  Rewards  and  Punijhments. 

"  d^PP°^nB'  *~ays  tms  teamed  Man  %  that 
"  j^  the  Philofophers,  in  their  Explanations, 
"  refined  upon  this  Doclrine,  which  was  both 
"  reafonable  in  itfelf,  and  taught  in  the  My  fie- 
"  ries  by  Priefts  who  were  alfo  Philofophers, 
,et  would  any  Writer  but  this  Author  draw  fucli 
ce  a  weak  and  abfurd  Inference,  as  that  they  nei- 

"  ther 
a  Defence,  p.  9. 

taught  in  the  Myfteries,  muft  of  courfe  be  concealed  from 
and  unknown  to  the  People.  But  here,  I  apprehend,  he  hsd 
forgot  the  Diftin&ion  between  the  greater  and  left  Myfteries, 
The  firft  did  indeed  contain  a  grand  Secret,  which  was  not  to 
be  revealed  to  the  People  j  but  then  this  was  the  Unity  of  God, 
and  not  the  Dodrine  of  a  future  State.  As  to  the  Notion  of  a 
-future  State,  it  was  indeed  .taught  in  the  Myfteries ;  but  then 
it  was  taught  to  all  the  initiated  without  Diftinction.  It  never 
was  fuppofed  to  be  the  main  Secret  of  the  greater  Myfteries ; 
it  was  indeed  taught  indifferently  to  all  who  were  initiated,  in 
,the  lej/er,  as  well  as  the  greater  Myftery;  it  was  only 
•one  of  the  Foundations  which  was  to  open  and  prepare 
the  Way  for  tbg  grand  Secret  ?-^k$  then  ^this  Notion 


was 
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."  ,ther  did  nor  could  believe  it?"  What  is  the 
Refinement  here  meant  ?    Why,    that   they  had 
ilript  the  Doctrine  of  another  Life  of  the  com 
mon  Fables  of  Styx,  Acheron,  and  Cocytus,     In 
this  Cafe,  fays  Mr.  Jackfon,  "  would  any  Wri- 
*'  ter  but  fuch  an  Author,  draw   fuch   a  weak 
"  and  abfurd  Inference/'  &c.    Why,  yes,  Sir; 
the  fame  Inference  has  been  drawn  by  other  Wri 
ters.     I  have  fhewn  as  plainly  as  Words  and  Faft 
can  do  it,    that  the  Inference,.  with  refpect  to  fu 
ture  Punifhments,  was  made  by  Cicero  and  Ovid* 
Seneca  and  Epiffetus  -,  .and  will  you  prove  from 
Reafon  that  it  could  not  be  made  ?  Or  will  yoii 
mfultingly  tell   us,  that  none  but  fuch  Authors 
could  have  made  it  ?  It  is  indeed  happy  for  Mr. 
Warburton  that  fo  many  learned  Ancients  mud 
incur  your  Cenfure  before  it"  reaches  him,  or  he 
had  been  in  a  fad  Pickle.    However  it  muft  needs 
be  a  Reflection  on  his  Wit,  if  not  on  his  Judg 
ment,  and  a  Proof  of  his  Dullness,  if  not  of  his 
Ignorance,  that  he  represents  ancient  Facts  juft  as 
he  finds  them,  without  one  Dram  of  Invention, 
or  fyftematical  Imbelilhment. 

But  as  the  learned  Gentleman  talks  of  Refine 
ments,  I  will  beg  leave  to  give  another  In  (lance, 
which,  in  my  Opinion,  bears  hard  upon  the  No-' 


was  imparted  to  all  in  the  kjfer  as  well  as  the  greater 
ries,  it  would  be  as  contrary  to  Reafon,  as  I  have  (hewn  it  to 
be  to  Hitfory,  to  fuppofe  that  it  was  a  private  and  fecret  Doc 
trine  i  and  that  Men  were  there  taught  to  *£jbelw*ue  a  future 
State.  Would  not  any  one  now  conclude,  that,  according  to 
the  Argument  of  the  D.  L.  ""Men  were  taught  to  dijleliei'e 
*'  a  future  State  in  the  Myfleries  ?"  So  far  from  it,  that  that 
Argument  fuppofes  the  very  contrary.  But  wUacthen  ?  Is  ant 
'dnfkverer  by  ProfeJJicn  to  be  debarred  of  his  Privileges  ?  One 
of  which  is,  that  when  you  give  him  an  Argument  that  If 
cannot  anfwer,  he  may  return  you  another  that  he  can  ;  and 
face  you  down  ttat  'tis  your  ow«,  juft  &$  he  received  ic. 

O  2  tion 
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tion  He  is  here  maintaining  :  I  mean  the  pbyfical 
and,  natural  Metempfychofis  ;  this  excludes  all 
moral  Purpofe  and  Defign,  all  future  Rewards 
and  Pun  ifh  merits,  in  the  ttrid  and  proper  Mean 
ing  of  thole  Terms.  The  common  and  popular 
Opinion  was,  that  the 'Soul,  after  its  Departure 
from  the  prefent,  would  fuccefTively  pafs  into 
ether,  Bodies  ;  this  Migration  was  purely  moral ; 
it  b  was  confidered  as  a  State -of  future  Retribu 
tion.  '*  The  Coward  was  to  be  thruft  ignomi- 
"  nioufly  into  the  Body  of  a  Woman  •,  the  Mur- 
"  derer  imprifoned  within  the  Fur  of  a  Savage; 
"  the  lafcivious  condemned  to  animate  a  Boar  or 
"  Sow."  And  this,  as  Tiwaus  fays,  won  KOA#<T*V, 
l>y  way  of  Punijhinent)  for  the  Demerit  of  their 
preceding  Lives  c.  -  But  then  this  mwal  Purpofe 
and  Dcfign  was  diftinguifbed  and  explained  away 
in  the  fecret  Doctrine  on  this  Subject,  A  Me- 
tempfychufig  was  taught  which  could  not  be  .con 
fidered  in  this  Light.  Arijlotle,  fpeaking  of  fome 
old  Philofophers,  fays,  "  They  only  attempt  to 
"  explain  the  Nature  of  the  Saul,  but  ftate  and 
*'  define  nothing  with  regard  to  the  Body,  in 
"  which  it  is  to  be  lodged,  as  if  it  was  poflible, 
«c  according  to  the  Fables  of  Pythagoras,  that 
"  Souls  fhould  pafs  indifferently  into  all  kind  of 
*'  Bodies,  or  that  every  Soul  might  defcend  into 
**  every  Body  without  Diftin&ion  d."  Now  is 
not  this  diredly  contrary  to  the  Notion  given  u^ 

b  Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  3  77. 

c  The  whole  Paffage  from  Timaws  may  be  feen  Div.  Leg, 
vol.i.  p.  3 77,  8. 

d  Ci  &  fAwov  £7T^H^cycr»  Xiytiv,  vroiov  rt  y  -^v^;  vrtgi  ry  dt|a- 
pwov  cufAccroi;  ovbev  £Tt  Trgoahopifyvcrw,  ii2fli,P  ENAEXOME- 
NON  KATA  TOTS  nY0ArOPlKOr£  MTQOIS,  THN  TTXOT- 
2AN  *IXHN  £12  TO  TTXON  ENATE2<£>AI  SOMA.  De  ani- 
cia,  1.  ill. 

by 


by  Timtfus  ?  According  to  him,  the  Soul  was  to 
pafs  into  other  Bodies  TOT*  xoAac-*^  by  way  of 
Punijhment  :  And,  for  this  Purpofe,  proper  and 
peoiiiar  Bodies  were  affigned  it,  fuch  as  were^beft 
fuited  to  punifh  and  torture  the  Soul  itfelf  ;  but, 
according  to  this  other  Account  of  the  Pythago- 
ric  Doctrine,  Souls  were  to  pafs  into  all  Bodies 
without  Diftinfiion  ,  every  Soul  might  pafs  into 
every  Body. 

Diogenes  Laertius  confirms  the  fame.  In  his 
Life  of  Pythagoras  he  tells  us,  "  That  he  was  re- 
"  ported  to  be  the  firft  who  taught  the  Migration 
"  of  the  Soul,  from  one  Body  to  another  by  a 
<c  Phyfical  NeceJ/ity  e."  And  to  the  fame  Purpofe 
Servius  fpeaks  of  a  Transmigration,  which  was 
fuppofed  to  be  made  only  propter  Fati  Necejfita- 
tem  f.  Seneca,  fpeaking  of  this  Notion  of  Py 
thagoras  9  feems  to  fuppofe  the  Migration  of  the 
Soul  to  be  as  purely  pbyfical  and  necejfary9  as  the 
Motion  of  the  heavenly  Bodies.  Non  credit, 
inquit,  animas  in  alia  corpora  atque  alia  defcnbi  ? 
et  migrationem  eife  quam  dicimus  efTe  mortem  ? 
Non  credis  in  his  Pecudibus  ferifve  aut  aqua  mer- 
fis  ilium  quondam  hominis  animum  morari?  Nori 
credis  nihil  perire  in  hoc  mundo,  fed  mutare  re- 
gionem  ?  Nee  tantum  ccsleftia  per  certos  circuit  us 
verti,  fed  animalia  quoque  per  vices  ire^  &  animos 
per  orbem  agi.  (Ep.  109.)  Does  he  not  put  the 
feveral  Revolutions  of  the  Soul  on  the  fame  Foot 
with  thofe  of  the  heavenly  Bodies  ?  And  was 
not  the  Motion  of  the  lad  fuppofed  to  be  purely 
natural  ? 

I  will  clofe  this  Head  with  thofe  famous  Lines 
of  Ovid, 


TOVTQV    affo^r,icn    T»v    <|*$W    KYKAON 
ANAfKHS  AME1BOIIAN,  aXXort    aAXo»$    tvfoirQcn  ^wo*j.    L. 
viij.  §  14. 
[  Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  387, 

03  O  Genus 
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O  Genus  attonitutn  ftolidse  formidine  mortis ! 
Quid  Styga,  quid  tenebras,  &  nomina  vana  ti- 

metis, 

Materiem  vatum,  falfique  pericula  mundi  ? 
Corpora  five  rogus  flam  ma,  feu  tabe  vetuftas 
Abitulerit,  mala  pofie  pati  non  ulla  putetis. 
Morte  carent  animae,  femperque,  priore  relifta 
Sede,    novis  domibus  vivunt  habitantque  re- 

ceptas  g.    . 

Thefe  Words  are  here  given  to  Pythegoras 
himfelf  •,  it  is  certain  that  they  contain  his  No 
tion  j  and  it  is  equally  certain  that  the  Tranfmi- 
gration  here  defcribed  was  barely  pbyfical  and  ne- 
ce/ary.  This  appears  from  the  Purpofe  for 
which  thefe  Verfes  were  introduced  •,  and  that 
was  Scriem  evolvere  Fati  h. 

idly.  It  is  fo  far  from  being  confider'd  in  a 
moral  View,  that  it  is  directly  oppofed  to  the 
common  Doctrine  of  another  Life.  It  will  be 
to  no  Purpofe  to  reply,  that  it  flrikes  only  at  the 
poetical  and  fabulous  Accounts  of  future  Punifh- 
ments :  If  it  deftroys  thefe,  we  have  proved  that 
it  muft,  of  courfe,  deftroy  all  future  Punifhments 
whatfoever.  Befides,  it  was  the  Purpofe  of  Py- 
thagoras^  in  thefe  Lines,  to  prove  that  Death  was 
no  Evil;  and  to  do  this,  he  muft  necelTarily 
prove,  that  Death  is  not  attended  with  any  future 
Punifhments  whatfoever.  If  therefore  his  Argu 
ment  does  not  exclude  all  pofjible  Punifhmems, 

s  Metaraorph.  1.  xv, 

h  ;_, —  Jiivat  ire  per  alta 
Aftra  ;  juvat,  terris  &  inerti  fede  reliftis, 
Nube  vehi ;  valid ique  humeris  infiftere  Atlantis: 
Palantefque  animos  pafTim,  ac  rationis  tgentes 
Defpedare  procul,  trepidofque  obitumque  tixnentes 
Sicexhortari ;  SERIEMQUE  EVOLVERE  FATI. 

And  then  follow  the  Lines  I  have  juft  quoted. 

as 


as  well  as  thofe  of  the  infernal  Regions,  it  does 
not  come  up  to  the  Point  for  which  it  is  pro 
duced. 

We  fee  then,  the  Refinements  of  the  Philofo 
phers  went  much  farther  than  the  learned  Wri 
ter  feems  willing  to  allow  \  they  went  indeed  Ib 
far  as  to  deftroy  the  proper  Notion  of  a  future 
State. 

As  to  the  School  of  Pythagoras^  our  Author 
aflures  us,  "  That  it  produced  the  moft  eminent 
"  Philofophers  of  Greece  and  Italy."  More 
Shame  for  him  then,  who  left  their  Eminencies 
in  the  Lurch,  when  a  Charge  of  fo  heavy  a  Na 
ture  was  brought  againft  them.  But  though  he 
has  not  offered  one  Syllable  in  their  Behalf,  yet 
he  boafts  of  his  having  CONFUTED  all  I  advanced 
againft  them.  But  he  has  been  fo  long  ufed  to 
this  Sort  of  Language,  that  it  comes  in  as  natu 
rally  and  necefiarily,  at  the  End  of  his  Pam 
phlets,  as  the  Word  FINIS  ^  and  with  as  little 
Truth  or  Meaning  :  For,  as  he  never  could  con 
fute  his  Adverfary  ;  fo  he  never  would  make  an 
End  with  him. 

Let  us  now  go  to  the  DOUBLE  DOCTRINE. 
Whether  the  Philofophers  did  actually  praclife  it, 
Mr.  Jackfon  may,  if  he  pleafes,  dilpute  :  But 
after  what  has  been  faid  of  their  Notions  concern 
ing  the  human  Soul,  it  will  hardly  be  denied  but 
that  they  really  wanted  it.  For  we  fee  that  they 
held  Principles,  which  would  have  been  very 
dangerous  and  hurtful  to  Society,  if  they  had 
been  publifh'd  and  divulged  to  the  World  at 
krge.  We  know  too  from  their  own  Profefllons, 
from  their  great  Regard  and  Tendernefs  for  the 
Interefts  of  Society,  that  they  never  would  impart 
thefe  Notions  to  the  Vulgar.  When  therefore 
they  were  obliged  to  fpeak  on  thefe  Points,  what 
O  4  was 


[208    ] 

was  left  for  them,  but  to  profefs  one  thing*  while 
they  believed  another  ? 

And,  on  the  other  Side,  if  they  actually  faid 
one  thing  when  they  thought  another ;  if  they 
practifed  the  double  Doftrine  in  that  Extent,  in 
which  it  is  charged  upon  them  by  the  Author  of 
the  Divine  Legation^  we  may  be  certain  that  they 
entertained  fome  very  hurtful  and  pernicious  No 
tions,  Why  elfe  were  they  fo  ftudious  to  cover 
and  conceal  them  from  the  Body  of  the  People  ? 


CHAP.     XI. 

Mr.  JackfonV  Notion  of  the  Double  DoSIrine 

examined. His  Objections  to  the  Divine 

Legation,    on    this  Paint^    explained    and 
confuted^ 

T  E  T  us  firfl  examine  what  Mr.  Jackfon's  No- 
I  j  tion  of  the  double  Doctrine  is ;  and  here  let 
rum  be  heard  in  his  own  Words,  "  The  Exo- 
"  teric  and  Efortic  PhiJofophy  had  only  a  Refe- 
"  rence  to  the  Difference  of  the  vulgar  and 
**  political  from  the  philofophical  Notions  of  the 
<£  future  State,  and  not  at  all  to  the  Reality  and 
c<  Belief  of  it,  which  was  always  believed  in 
<c  different  ways  of  Explication  by  the  Learned 
"  and  Unlearned  ;  by  the  Poets  and  Phiiofo- 
<c  phers,  as  well  as  by  the  common  People." 

P-93* 

Having  faid  that  the  Philofophers  taught  the 

common  and  fabulous  Doctrine  of  a  future  State, 

he  adds,    "  As  they  themfelves  had  more  rational 

1  Notions  concerning  a  future  State,  thty  taught 

**  their  pifciples  a  different  Doctrine  about  the 

«  Soul, 
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"  Soul,  and  the  Happinefs  and  Mifery  of  the 
"  State  after  Death.  This  was  called  the  efoteric 
cc  or  fecret  Dodrine,  in  Diftindlion  to  the  exote- 
*6  ric,  or  public  and  vulgar  Opinion,"  p.  71. 

"  They  taught  that  the  human  Soul  wascon- 
"  genial  with  the  Soul  of  the  World-,  and  that 
"  the  Happinefs  of  it  after  Death  confided  in 
"  its  Return  to  and  intimate  Union  with  God, 
*>  from  whom  it  was  derived ;  on  the  other  hand 
"  that  the  Mifery  of  itconfifted  in  being  exclude 
"  ed  from  the  Union  with  God,  and  having  no 
"  Communication  with  him.'*  He  exprefTes 
himfelf  to  the  fame  Purpofe,  p.  89,  90.  and 
tells  us,  "  That  after  Death  the  Wicked  and 
"  Ungodly  were  to  be  for  ever  miferable,  by 
"  being  feparated  and  alienated  from  the  biefTed 
"  Communion  and  Fellowlhip  of  the  immortal 
"  Gods." 

In  his  fecond  Piece  he  tells  us,  "  That  the 
"  Souls  of  virtuous  Men  were  to  refide  in  fome 
"  luminous  Orb,  were  to  enjoy  the  Society  of 
<c  celeftial  Beings  •,  were  to  be  united  with  and 
"  have  Communion  with  God;  were  to  beble£ 
"  fed  with  the  beatific  Vifion  of  the  divine  Per- 
"  fections.  That  the  Souls  of  wicked  and  un- 
**  godly  Men  after  Death  were  banifhed  from 
cc  the  Communion  both  of  God  and  all  holy  Per- 
"  fons;  were  aflbciated  with  evil  Daemons,  and 
<c  condemned  to  a  State  of  Mifery  and  Punifh- 
"  ment.  Thefe  were  the  Doctrines  concerning 
*c  God  and  the  Soul,  which  were  taught  in  the 
"  Myfleries,  and  were  the  efoteric  Doctrines  of 
"  the  old  Philofophers."  p.  8. 

In  the  two  laft  Paffages  the  learned  Writer 
undertakes  to  give  us  the  fecret  or  efoteric  Doc 
trine  with  regard  to  future  Punifhments ;  "  The 
"  Wicked,  it  feems,  were  to  be  banifhed  from 

"  .the 
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"  the  Society  and  AfTembly  of  the  Gods."  This 
was,  according  to  him,  the  Subftance  of  that 
Doclrine.  But  does  he  then  think  that  this  Ex- 
clufion  from  the  Seats  and  AfTemblies  of  the 
Gods  was  a  fecret  and  hidden  Notion  ?  Cicero^ 
fpeaking  of  the  rude  and  barbarous  Inhabitants 
tf  Italy  i  fays,  "  They  did  not  look  upon  Death 
<c  as  a  State  of  Non-exiftence,  they  confidered  it 
*c  only  as  a  Change  of  one  Life  for  another. 
c<  They  thought  that  Perfons  of  great  and  fin- 
cc  gular  Accomplifhrnents  would  be  raifed  and 
"  exalted  into  Heaven,  while  all  the  reft  were 
<e  fixed  and  confined  to  thefe  lower  Regions.  We 
cc  are  here. told,  that  the  Bulk  of  Mankind  was 
<c  to  be  banifhed  from  Heaven  a,"  and  excluded 
from  the  Society  and  Affembly  of  the  Gods. 
We  are  told  too  that  this  was  the  general  and 
received  Notion  of  the  old  Inhabitants  of  Italy. 
Was  then  this  barbarous  and  illiterate  People  ac 
tually  poiTefTed  of  this  Opinion  ?  If  fo,  the  In 
ference  is  certain, .  that  this  was  a  popular  and 
exoteric,  not  a  private  and  fecret  Doctrine. 

But  what  is  itill  worfe,  this  will,  when  exa 
mined,  be  found  to  be  no  Doctrine  of  future  Pu- 
nifhments  at  all.  We  are  told  in  the  PafTage  jufl 
recited,  that  all  but  Men  ^of  great  and  eminent 
Endowments,  were  to  be  excluded  from  the  Af 
fembly  of  the  Gods.  And  if  fo,  the  Body  of 
good  Men  mufl  be  excluded  too.  Now  what 
plainer  Proof  can  there  be  that  this  was  not  con 
fidered  as  a  State  of  Punifhment?  For  furely 
moft  good  Men  were  not  fentenced  and  con 
demned  to  a  State  of  future  Punifhments  pro- 
mifcuoufly  with  the  wieked. 

a  Vid.  the  Paffage  from  Cicero,  p.  44. 

.  idly; 
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idly..  Another  thing  advanced  in  the  laft  Cita 
tion,  is,  that  the  fecret  Doctrines  of  the  Schools 
of  Philofophy  and  My  ft  cries  of  Religion,  are  one 
and  the  fame  thing.  \  meet  indeed  with  a  very 
different  Account  of  this  matter  in  the  Divine  Le 
gation.  But  different  as  that  Account  is,  'tis 
confirmed  by  what  Mr.  Jackfon  himfelf  has,  in 
the  Heat  of  Oppofition,  advanced  on  this  Head. 
The  Myfteries,  he  tells  us,  taught  "  that  the 
•  "  Wicked  and  Ungodly  mould  be  for  ever  mife- 
"  rable."  But  what  fay  the  Philofophers  ?  Did 
they  too  embrace  this  Notion  of  eternal  Punijh- 
ments  ?  Cicero,  fpeaking  of  the  Souls  of  the 
,Wicked,  after  their  Departure  from  the  Body, 
fays,  Corporibus  elapfi  circum  terram  ipfam  vo- 
lutantur,  nee  hunc  in  locum  [Ccelum]  nili  multis 
dfeagitati  feculis,  revertuntur  b.  And  Mr.  Jack- 
fon  himfelf  fpeaks  of  the  Stoics  as  believing  that 
the  Souls  of  good  Men  would  exift  till  the  general 
Conflagration,  but  that  thofe  of  the  wicked  would 
continue  only  to  a  certain  Period  c. 

He  will  therefore  fuffer  me,  if  not  on  Mr, 
Warburton's,  yet  on  his  own  Authority,  to  di- 
ftinguim  between  the  hidden  Doctrines  of  the 
Schools  of  Philofophy,  and  thofe  of  the  My 
fteries  of  Religion.  He  himfelf  tells  us,  that 
the  Myftagogues  taught  the  Eternity  of  future 
Puniftiments.  But  did  the  Philofophers  teach 
the  fame  ?  I  have  proved  by  very  clear  and  full 
Authorities  that  they  did  not. 

So  far  on  Mr.  Jackfon's  own  Notion  ;  on  the 
Suppofition  that  the  hidden  Doctrines  of  the 
Schools  included  the  Belief  of  future  Punilhments. 
In  this  very  Cafe  the  hidden  Doctrines  of  the 

b  Somn.  Scip.   c.  ix. 

c  Tot  Belief  of  a  future  State,  &c.  p.  98. 

Schools 


[    212    ] 

Schools  and  the  Myfteries  of  Religion,  would  be 
very  feparate  anddiftinct  things;  as  feparate  and 
diftinct  as  the  Doftrines,  which  teach  temporal 
and  eternal  Punifhmerus. 

I  have  often  wondered  that  the  learned  Writer 
fhould  reprefent  the  Ancients  as  actually  believing 
eternal  Punifhments.  If  this  was  their  firm  and 
real  Perfuafion,  the  Doctrine  of  temporary  Pu- 
nimments  muft  be  confidered  as  merely  political 
and  civil.  Now  it  is  highly  improbable,  or  incre 
dible  rather,  that  this  fhould  be  the  Cafe.  Mr* 
Jackfon  allows  that  the  public  Doctrine  was  con 
trived  for  the  Sake  of  the  Populace  ;  that  it  was 
cloathed  with  all  thofe  Terrors  and  Fictionsf 
which  were  moft  likely  to  flrike  their  Imagina 
tions.  And  what  more  effectual  for  this  Purpofe, 
than  the  eternal  Duration  of  future  Punimments*? 
Can  we  conceive  that  they  would  have  ftript  the 
popular  Doctrine  of  this  Circum (lance,  had  they 
thought  it  to  be  ftrictly  and  really  true?  The 
learned  Gentleman  muft  therefore  pardon  me,  if 
I  cannot  agree  with  him,  that  they  really  and 
actually  believed  eternal,  and  yet  preached  up 
only  temporary  Punimments. 

%dly.  Mr.  Jackfon  himfelf  furnifhes  another 
unanswerable  Argument  to  prove,  that  the  fecret 
Doctrines  of  the  Philofophers,  and  the  Myfteries 
of  Religion,  were  not  one  and  the  fame  thing. 
The  efoteric  Philofopby,  according  to  him,  taught 
a  State  of  future  Rewards  and  Punifhments ;  but 
diverted  of  thofe  Fables  and  fictitious  Circum- 
ftances  with  which  this  Doctrine  was  delivered  to 
the  People.  Did  it  fo  ?  Why  then  we  may  be 
certain  it  did  not  teach  the  fame  Notion  of  ano*- 
ther  Life  with  the  Myfteries.  For  will  any  one 
fay  that  the  Notion  of  another  Life,  as  delivered 
in  the  Myfteries,  was  ftript  of  thefe  Fables  ?  Mr. 

Jackfon 
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Jackfon  has  indeed  faid  it.  But  then  he  oppofes 
his  own  Authority  to  the  Teftimonies  of  Plato 
and  Diogenes  Laertius.  And  what  Adverfary 
could  wilh  him  in  a  worfe  Cafe  ? 

And  here  it  may  not  be  unpleafant  to  obferve, 
how  the  Scene  is  now  changed.  The  learned 
Writer  tells  us,  that  the  £#/£r;;^/ Doctrine  taught 
future  Rewards  and  Pnnifhments  in  the  m&fr  po 
pular  and  grofs  Senfe.  This  is,  it  feems,  the 
diftinguifhing  Mark  and  Character  of  that  Doc 
trine.  But  has  it  not  been  fhewn  that  the  Myfte- 
ries  taught  another  Life,  -after  the  very  fame 
Manner?  It  will  therefore  unavoidably  follow 
from  his  own  Defcription  of  the  popular  or  ex 
ternal  Doctrine,  that  this  was  the  very  Dodhrine 
of  the  Myfleries. 

What  then,  after  all,  has  this  formidable 
Writer  proved  ?  What  mighty  Feats  or  Wonders 
has  he  wrought,  to  juftify  fo  much  Haughtinefa 
and  Contempt?  As  for  his  own  Hypothecs, 
ehere  is  nothing  in  Antiquity ,  Reafon,  or  the  Na 
ture  of  things  to  countenance  afnd  uphold  it. 
With  regard  to  Antiquity,  it  is  not  only  unfup- 
ported  by  proper  Evidence,  but  contrary  to  the 
plain  and  direct  Teflimony  of.  Cicero  himfelf : 
Mr.  Jackfon  gives  us  that  for  a  fecref,  which 
Cicero  plainly  mews  to  have  been  a  public  and 
external  Doctrine.  And  what  is  more  unlucky 
ftill,  this,  when  examined,  proves  to  have  been 
no  Doctrine  of  future  Punifhments.  Nor  is  his 
Hypothefis  grounded  on  Probability  of  Reafon  \ 
h  fuppofes  the  future  Punifhments  taught  and 
preached  up  to  the  Populace  to  have  been  barely 
temporary,  while  thofe  confined  to  the  Schools 
of  Philofophy  were  eternal :  A  Pofition,  which 
the  very  Nature  and  Defign  of  the  double  Deftrint 
will  not  fuffer  us  to  admit.  Again  ;  he  fets  out 
<*:  with 
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•with  a  Diftin&ion  between  the  philofophicd  and 
••vulgar  Notion  of  a  future  State.  But  when  he 
fends  us  to  the  Myfteries  for  the  firft^  he  muft 
fuppofe  them  both  to  be  the  fame.  Strange  In- 
confiftencies  !  firft  to  diltinguifh  between  the  two 
Doftrines,  and  then  immediately  to  confider 
them  as  one  ;  firft  to  make  their  Difference  con- 
fid  in  the  particular  Fables  annexed  to  the  one, 
and  then  to  affign  thefe  very  Fables  to  both 
Doctrines. 

,  There  is  fomething  as  grofs  and  flagrant  in 
what  he  fays  with  refpect  to  a  State  of  future 
Happinefs.  In  his  firft  Piece  the  fecret  Doctrine 
places  it  in  the  Refufion  into  the  divine  Nature , 
p.  7 1 .  But  in  the  fecond  he  fpeaks  another  Lan 
guage  ;  "  The  Souls  of  good  Men  were  to  re-N 
"  fide  in  fome  luminous  Orb ;  to  enjoy  the  So- 
"  ciety  of  celeftial  Beings,"  6?r.  p.  8.  Now  is 
it  not  a  little  inconfiflent  to  give  two  fuch  pppo- 
fite  and  contrary  Accounts  of  this  fecret  Doftrine? 
I  fay,  oppofite  and  contrary  Accounts  \  for  that 
thefe  here  mentioned,  were  conceived  by  the 
Ancients  to  be  very  different  and  diftinct  States, 
has  been  already  proved.  In  this  Cafe,  the  fe 
cret  Doctrine  would  have  been  as  different  from 
itfelfi  as  the  learned  Author  fuppofes  it  to  have 
been  from  the  public  and  external  Doctrine. 

But,  not  to"  infill  ftrictly  on  this  Contradicti 
on,  let  him  give  us  which  he  pleafes  as  the  fe 
cret  Doftrine.  If  he  fends  us  to  the  Refufion  of 
the  Soul.,  I  muft  beg  leave  to  remind  him,  that 
he  has  not  proved,  that  this  was  confidered  as  a 
State  of  Rewards :  That  therefore  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  fecret  Doctrine  included  the  Be 
lief  of  future  Happinefs.  We  have  indeed  only 
examined  this  Notion  with  regard  to  one  Sect  \ 
and  then  it  was  confidered  as  equivalent  to  a  .State 
I  "of 


of  Non- exigence.  If  he  refers  us  to  the  State  of 
Happinefs  in  Heaven-,  I  reply,  this  is  nothing 
to  the  Purpofe  of  our  prefent  Argument,  as  k 
was  not  fuppofed  to  include  the  Body  of  good 
Men. 

But,  after  all,  what  is  moft  unlucky,  this  was 
not  a  private^  but  a  public  Doclrine  ;  it  was  taught 
openly  in  order  to  incite  Men  to  Acts  of  heroic 
and  uncommon  Bravery.  And  as  to  the  Philo- 
ibphers,  we  have  fhewn,  upon  their  own  Au 
thority,  that  they  made  it  in  their  Bufinels  to 
preach  it  up  to  the  World  at  large. 

But  to  convince  Mr.  Jackfon  that  this  was  a 
public  Doctrine,  I  fhall  now  offer  an  Authority 
which,  I  dare  fay,  he  will  not  difpute  :  I  mean 
his  own.  For  he  himfelf,  in  direct  Oppofition 
to  his  whole  Syftem,  aiTerts  the  very  thing.  "  In 
"  the  Egyptian  vulgar  and  political  Theology 
"  alfo,  the  human  Soul  was  taught  to  be  im- 
"  mortal,  and  to  fubfift  after  Death  5  and  thofe 
"  which  were  pure  and  religious  were  believed 
"  to  refide  amongft  the  Gods ;  and  wicked  Souls 
46  were  believed  to  pafs  through  various  De- 
"  grees  of  Punimment  by  a  Tranfmigration," 
&c.  p.  70.  The  Vulgar,  by  his  own  Ac 
count,  were  taught,  that  the  Souls  of  good  Men 
were  to  refide  amongft  the  Gods.  And  does  he 
not  therefore  in  effect  tell  us,  that  this  Exaltation 
to  the  Seats  and  Afiemblies  of  the  Gods,  was  a 
public  and  open  Doctrine  ? 

Having  examined  the  Merit  of  his  own  Hy- 
pothefis,  let  us  now  fee  what  he  objects  to  the 
Author  of  the  Divine  Legation. 

46  Our  Remarker's  Explication  alfo  of  the  efo- 
-"  .teric  and.  exoteric  Philofophy  is  all  a  mere 
<e  Blunder,  owing  to  his  not  being  able  to  diftin- 
"  guijh  between  a  Propo/ition  of  a.-SubjecJ^  and 
Ehci:  "  "  "the 


[2,6] 

"  the  Explanation  of  it.  The  Terms  Exoteric 
*'  and  Efoteric,  with  refpect  to  the  Doctrine  of 
*c  a  future  State,  had  no  Relation  to  the  Doc- 
"  trine,  or  Subject  itfelf,  which  was  taught  and 
«c  profeffed  equally  amongft  the  Philoibphers, 
*c  and  amongft  the  vulgar.  But  the  Philofophers 
"  explained  it  in  a  different  manner  in  their  po- 
*c  litical  and  popular  Difcourfes,  from  what  they 
cc  did  in  their  Lectures  to  their  Difciples  •,  the 
*6  firft  was  the  exoteric  Way,  the  fecond  was 
41  the  efoteric.  And  this  was  the  Cafe  in  refpeft 
*c  of  neology  in  general:  And  this  is  all  the  My- 
*'  fiery  of  Exoterics  and  Efoterics,  which  our 
€C  Remarker  has  made  fo  much  work  about;  and 
*'  infers  from  it  moft  abfurdly  that  the  Philo- 
"  fophers,  tho?  they  profefled  and  taught,  did 
cc  not  believe  a  future  State  of  Rewards  and  Pu- 
"  nifhmentd." 

cc  Our  Remarker's  Explication  is  all  a  mere 
cc  Blunder."  I  could  wifh  the  learned  Writer 
had  expreffed  himfelf  with  more  Civility :  Not 
for  the  Sake  of  Mr.  Warburton:  for  how,  alasf 
can  any  thing  of  this  kind  be  fuppofed  to  affect 
him  ?  but  with  regard  to  his  own  Character  as  a 
Writer.  For,  after  all,  what  is  it  that  he  ob 
jects  to  the  Author  of  the  Divine  Legation? 
Why,  it  feems,  that,  out  of  pure  Ignorance  and 
Blunder,  he  has  given  two  contrary  Propofitions 
to  the  two  Doctrines  ?  And  has  not  Mr.  Jackfon 
himfelf  done  the  fame  ?  It  appears  from  his  own 
Citations,  that  the  one  taught  temporary,  the 
other  eternal  Punifhments.  If  fo,  muft  they  not 
proceed  upon  contrary  Propofitions  ?  As  certainly 
as  temporal  and  eternal  are  not  one  and  .  the  fame 
thing.  If  then  the  giving  two  contrary  Propo- 

d  Mr.  Jactfoifs  Defence,  &c.  p.  54. 
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fitions  to  the  two  Doftrines,  was  fo  egregious  a 
Blunder,  it  will  fall  as  heavy  on  the  learned  Mr. 
Jackfon  as  on  the  Author  of  the  Divine  Legation. 
He  does  indeed  afllgn  to  each  Doctrine  a  diffe 
rent  Propofidon  from  Mr.  Warlurton :  But  (till 
he  affigns  contrary  Proportions  to  the  two  Doc 
trines.  Why  then  all  this  ill  Language  ?  If  noc 
to  Ihew  his  Talent  at  Eillingfgate^  it  mud  be  to 
difguife  his  Theft,  in  the  following  Accounts  he 
gives  of  the  Myfteries.  And  fuch  Writers  fel- 
dom  rob  but  they  abufe. 

"  And  this  was  the  Cafe  with  refpect  to  Theo- 
cc  Jogy  in  general."  Would  any  one  now  ima 
gine  that  the  learned  Mr.  Jackfon  himfelf  had 
fhewn,  in  thefe  very  Treatifes,  that  this  was  not 
the  Cafe  in  refpeff  .of  Theology  in  general -9  that  the 
vulgar  and  philofophical  Theology  did  really  and 
aflually  proceed  upon  contrary  Propofitions  ?  And 
yet,  if  he  has  proved  any  thing,  he  has  proved 
this.  4C  The  grand  Defign  of  all  the  ancient 
"  Phoenician*  Egyptian,  and  Chaldean  Myfteries, 
"  feems  originally  to  have  been  to  difcover  to 
46  thofe,  who  were  initiated  in  them,  that  the 
*c  Gods^  whom  the  vulgar  <tporjkip$ed9  were  no 
cc  other  than  dead  Men  : — And  to  teach  that  the 
cc  true  Object  of  Adoration  was  the  one  fupreme 
"  God  and  Author  of  Nature  d." 

He  here  tells  us,  'that  the  Gods^  whom  the  vul 
gar  worjhippedj  were  no  other  than  dead  Men. — . 
In  another  Place  he  fays,  the  Populace  were 
taught  "  that  the  Gods  they  worlhipped  had 
44  once  lived  amongft  'Men  e."  This  was  the 
vulgar  Theology. 


^  'The  Belief  of  a  Future  Slate,  £c.  p.  89* 
*  rid.  Mr.  J.  p.  69. 


But 


6ut  the  more  knowing  and  inlighten'd  Pagan's 
were  taught,  that  the  one  fupreme  God  was  the 
true  Object  of  Adoration. 

If  now  the  vulgar  were  taught  that  deceafed 
Mortals  were  the  proper  Objects  of  Adoration ; 
mud  not  their  Theology  have  been  contrary  and 
oppofite  to  that  which  taught  that  the  one  fuT 
preme  God  was  the  proper  Object  of  Adoration  ? 
"Will  the  learned  Writer  infift  that  thefe  were  only 
different  Explanations  of  the  fame  Notion  ?  He 
rnuft  firfl  prove  that  the  one  true,  and  the  many 
falfe  Gods,  were  one  and  the  fame  Object. 

Again  :  "  The  Egyptian  Prieils  indeed  had 
"  more  Senfe  than  to  believe  there  was  any  real 
"  Divinity  in  their  Symbolic  Images  or  facred 
"  Animals  ;  but  then  they  let  the  People  goon 
"  in  their  grofs  and  fenfelefs  Superftition,  and 
"  encouraged  it  by  their  own  Practice  and  Ex- 
"  ample.  They  made  and  confecrated  their 
<c  Gods  for  them;  and  pretended  by  Amulets, 
"  Divinations,  and  magical  Charms,  to  animate 
"  the  Images  with  Genii  and  D ] Demons •,  and  to 
"  confine  them  to  their  Symbols,  and  make 
**  them  propitious  to  the  Worfhippers  of  them." 
p.  109. 

And  here  again,  how  eafy  is  it  to  turn  his 
own  fmall  Arms  upon  him  ?  "  The  Priefts  pre- 
"  tend  to  animate  the  Images  with  Genii  and 
"  Demons"  and  yet,  "  they  have  too  much 
ic  Senfe  to  imagine  that  there  was  any  real  Di- 
46  vinity  in  thefe  very  Images."  If  fo,  is  it  not 
necelTary  to  fuppofe  that  they  profeffed  one  thing 
when  they  thought  another  ;  or,  that  the  two 
Doctrines  were,  in  this  Cafe,  grounded  upon  Prin 
ciples,  di redly  oppofite  and  repugnant  to  each 
other  ?  Will  the  learned  Gentleman  fay,  that  the 
Notion  which  afferted^  and  that  which  denied  the 
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Qivimty  of  the  Images,  did  contain  only  one  and 
the  fame  Propofmon  %  ? 


C  H  A  P.     XII. 

Mr.  Warbur ton's  Account  of  the  double  Do- 
ttrine  cleared  from  the  Mifreprejentations  of 
Dr.  Sykes,  and  confirmed  by  freftj  Au 
thorities. 

BU  T  as  this  is  a  Master  of  Importance  in  the 
prefent  Controverfy,  we  will  add  a  Word  or 
two  more  before  we  difmifs  it.  The  Writers 
againft  the  D.  L.  feem  all  to  concur  in  one 
Point ;  they  urge  and  infift  that  the  two  Doctrines 
were  only  Explanations  of  the  fame  Notion  ;  and 
that  they  did  riot  go  upon  oppofite  and  repugnant 
Principles.  Mr.  Jackfon  alone  is  the  Drawcanfir 
of  the  Caufe  ;  and  as  he  is  in  the  Humqur,  fome- 
times  confirms  this  Point  againft  his  Adverfary* 
and  fometimes  confutes  it  againft  himfelf.  It  may 
therefore  be  worth  while  to  dwell  a  little  longer 

6  I  have  here  examined  at  large  Mr.  Jackjon's  Account  of 
the  double  Doctrine  j  I  have  (hewn  that  it  was  contrary  to 
Reafon  ;  to  Hiftory ;  and  even  to  his  own  Syftem.  And  how 
does  the  good  Man  anfwer  all  this  ?  Like  a  baffled  Scold, 
who  only  repeats  her  Story,  and  rails  afrem  becauie  no  Body 
will  believe  it.  He  gives  us  his  former  Account  over  again, 
and  abufes  me  for  not  allowing  it,  p.  45.  His  Point,  the 
Reader  fees,  is  to  vindicate  the  Credit  of  his  own  Judgment. 
To  carry  this,  he  mould  alledge  Come  new  Arguments,  or 
confute  the  old  ones.  For  whatever  he  may  ;hink  of  me* 
yet  furely  Plato,  Cicero,,  and  the  other  Ancients,  to  whom  I 
have  appealed  on  this  Occafion,  are  not  beneath  his  Notice. 
But  there  is  a  greater  Authority  againft  him,  Mill  behind. 
I  mean  honeftly,  it  is  his  own  :  And  by  no  means  to  be  flight- 
ly  handled,  for  'tis  the  fole  Inftance  in  this  Controvtrfy ,  where 
his  own  Word  coul^l  do  tyim  any  Credit, 
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on  this  Article  ;  and  I  do  it  with  the  greater 
Pleafure,  as  the  learned  Dr.  Sykes  has  given  us  a 
long  Difcourfe  on  this  very  Subject :  We  have  his 
main  and  principal  Objection  in  the  following 
Words.  "  I7hat  Proof  now  can  be  produced? 
"  that  in  the  twofold  Do5frine^  they  [the  PhiJo- 
"  fophers]  aftually  fliid  one  thing  and  believed 
<c  another  ?  What  Inftance  is  or  can  be  pro- 
cc  duced  of  this  Fact."  Dr.  Sykes9 s  Examination^ 
p,  124.  Here  then  we  flrike  Hands  :  If  fuch'an 
Inflance  can  be  produced,  the  Doctor,  I  am  per- 
fuaded,  according  to  his  own  Reafoning,  will  al 
low  himfelf  miftaken.  If  it  cannot,  I  readily  give 
up  the  Doctrine  of  the  D.  L.  as  chimerical. 

But  now  the  Doctor  not  only  infills  that  his 
Adverfary  has  not  actually  proved  his  Point,  but 
goes  fo  far  as  to  fay  that  he  never  can  prove  it  ; 
"  for  that  he  has  given  fuch  an  Account  of  the 
"  double  Do^rine^  as  makes  it  impofiible  for  him 
"  ever  to  mew,  that  in  That  the  Ancients  ever 
<c  faid  one  thing  and  meant  another  a."  This  in 
deed  is  coming  to  the  Point.  And  he  proves  it 
thus,  Mr.  Warburtvn  it  feems  fays,—'4  nor  were 
<c  they  (the  external  and  internal,  the  vulgar  and 
"  the  fecret)  different  DoEirines,  but  one  and  the 
cc  fame,  that  was  handled  thus  differently,  viz. 
"  popularly  and  fcientifically  b  j"  on  which  the 
Doctor  thus  ingenioufly  comments  :  "  The  in- 
46  ternal  and  fecret  Doctrine  then  was  not  a  dif- 
"  ferent  Doctrine  from  the  vulgar  and  external ; 
"  it  was  one  and  the  fame  that  was  handled  diffe- 
<c  rcntly  c."  He  has  done  his  Bufinefs  like  a 
Workman.  Mr.  W.  as  appears  from  his  whole 
Argument,  by  one  and  the  fame  'Doctrine -,  meant 
the  Object  or  SubjeB  of  a  Proportion,  (from 

"Vindication,  p.  4,  b  Jbid.  'Ibid. 
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which  Object  or  Subject  many  different  and  con 
trary  Proportions  may  be  drawn)  and  this  An- 
fwerer  makes  him  mean,  by  one  and  the  fame 
Doctrine,  one  and  the  fame  Propofition. 

This  is  his  hackney  Sophifm ;  which  he  rides 
out  of  Breath,  and  almoft  out  of  Sight.  And 
with  this,  he  keeps  Humbling  on  from  one  End 
of  his  Pamphlet  to  the  other.  To  expofe  it  as  it 
deferves,  it  will  be  neceffary  to  examine  more  at 
large,  what  Mr.  W.  means  by  the  Word  Doflrinet 
The  Word  fometimes  fignifies  a  Proportion,  and 
fbmetimes,  the  Object  or  Subject  of  a  Propofi- 
tion.  If  we  take  it  in  the'firft  Senfe,  if  the  two 
Doctrines  are  fuppofed  to  relate  to  one  and  the 
fame  Propofition,  and  to  be  nothing  more  thaa 
different  Explanations  of  it :  In  this  Cafe  ir  would 
be  ridiculous  and  abfurd  to  imagine,  that  the 
Philofophers  "  faid  one  thing  and  thought  ano- 
"  ther,"  when  they  employed  the  double  Do 
ctrine. 

If  the  Word  "Doftrine  means  the  Subject  or 
Object  of  a  Propofition,  the  two  Doctrines  may 
be  confined  to  one  and  the  fame  Subject,  and  yet 
go  upon  contrary  Propofitions ;  becaufe  very  dif 
ferent  and  contrary  Propofitions  may  be  drawn 
from  one  and  the  fame  Object  or  Subject.  Now 
if  the  two  Doctrines  are  founded  upon  contrary 
Propofitions,  it  will  be  neceffary  to  fuppofe  chat 
the  Philofophers  "  faid  one  thing  and  thought 
"  another,"  when  they  had  Recourfe  to  the  dou 
ble  Doctrine. 

What  then  does  Mr.  W.  mean  by  the  Word 
Doffrine,  when  he  fays  "  they  were  not  different 
"  Dofirims  but  one   and  the  fame,    that    - 
"  handled  thus  differently,  popularly,  and  fci<j    - 
"  tifically."     Let  us  confider  the   Point   It 
upon.     He  is  endeavouring  to  fhew,  that  it  was 
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the  Cuftom  of  the  Philofophers  to  fpeak  one  Mng 
when  they  believed  another  •,  and  for  this  he  ap 
peals  to  the  double  Dodlrine.  If  by  Doftrine\\t 
means  only  Proportion,  this  Practice  will  be  no 
thing  to  his  Purpbfe.  If  he  means  the  Object  or 
Subject  of  a  Propofition,  it  then  comes  up  to  all 
that  he  contends  for.  Since  then  the  Word  Do- 
ffirine  will  bear  etfher  of  thefe  Senfes,  and  the 
avowed  Defign  and  Purpofe  of  the  Argument  he 
Is  upon,  requires  us  to  underftand  him  in  the  laft, 
I  would  fain  '-now  by  what  Rules  of  Conftruftion 
Dr.  Sykes  would  oblige  us  to  underftand  him  in 
the  fir  ft. 

But  there  was  ftill  more  than  this,  tho'  this 
was  more  than  enough  to  prevent  an  ingenuous 
Reader  from  miftaking  his  Meaning  j  he  declares 
in  direct  and  exprefs  Terms,  that  the  two  Do- 
brines  were  actually  grounded  upon  contrary  Pro- 
pofitions.  "  If  the  external  Teaching  was  for  the 
*c  People,  and  the  internal  what  the  People 
*e  could  not  be  trufted  with,  and  both  about  the 
"  fame  thing,  the  two  ways  of  teaching  mufi 
<6  certainly  proceed  upon  contrary  Propofiti- 
"  0#jd."  In  another  Place  he  fays,  "  the  two 
"  Dodlrines  had  onefmgle  Object e."  Again-,  "  I 
"  1  had  all  along  affirmed  the  Philofophers,  both 
*'  in  their  external  and  internal  teaching,  held  a 
"  future  State  (here  is  his  one  and  the  fame  thing 
«4  for  him)  in  their  external,  a  future  State  with 
*e  Rewards  and  Punifhments  ;  in  their  internal^ 
<c  a  future  State  without  them  f."  What  then 
does  Mr.  W.  mean,  when  he  declares  that  one 
find  the  fame  Doftrine  was  handled  in  the  twofold 
teaching  ?  W7hy,  only  that  the  Subjeft  of  each 
Doctrine  was  one  and  the  fame.  It  would  be  un- 
jiecefiary  to  collect  and  point  out  more  Paflages 

*  Appendix  to  vol.  ii.  p.  13.  *  f»  54-          f  p-  J3- 
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in  order  to  prove  this,  as  nothing  can  be 
evident  than  that  he  ail  along  fuppofes  the  two 
Doctrines  to  contain  oppofite  and  contrary  Pro- 
pofitions,  and  yet  confines  them  to  the  fame 
Subjefl. 

Let  us  go  now  to  his  Obfervation  on  the 
Words  popular ',  and  fcientifical^  or  philcfophicaL 
Now  by  the  different  handling^  viz.  popularly  and 
fcientifically^  Mr,  W.  (as  his  whole  Difcourfe 
fhews)  means  talking  to  the  People  according  to 
the  People's  Notions-  and  talking  to  their  Difci- 
ples  on  theirs.  And  thefe  Notions  being  contrary 
to  one  another,  he  thought  they  muft  needs 
fpeak  one  thing  to  the  Populace,  while  they  be 
lieved  another.  No,  fays  Dr.  Sykes,  "  the  po- 
*c  pular  manner  of  handling  of  a  Subject,  is  fo 
ic  to  handle  it,  that  the  common  People  may 
<c  eafily  underftand  what  is  faid :  The  philofo- 
<c  phical  manner  is  to  make  ufe  of  nothing  but 
*'  .clofe  abftrad:  Reafoning  •,  to  argue  in  fuch  a 
cc  ftridl  manner  of  deducing  Confluences  from 
<c  Principles,  that  thofe  only  who  under  (land  the 
<c  more  fubtle  and  recondite  Phiiofophy,  can 
"  comprehend  what  is  faids."  And  thus  our 
Anfwerer  carries  all  before  him.  It  would  be  hard 
indeed,  if  he  could  not  make  out  fomething  of 
an  Argument,  when  he  takes  the  Liberty  cf  put- 
ting  what  Senfe  he  pleafes  on  his  Adverfary's 
Words.  But  cpnfcious,  as  it  were,  of  his  ill  got 
Advantages,  he  drops  the  following  Symptoms 
of  his  Guilt.  "  If  Mr.  W.  means  by  popular 
*-  handling  a  Doctrine,  the  faying  what  a  Man 
<c  does  not  think  or  mean  -,  and  by  fcientijically 
"  treating  it,  or  phihfophically,  the  fpeaking  a 
<e  Man's  inward  Sentiments  in  Oppofition  to  an 
;"  external  Prof ejpon  of  what  he  does  not  believe ^ 
$  Vindication,  p,  5, 
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*'  This  is  at  lead  a  new  Language."  p.  5.  That 
is,  it  is  a  #rce;  Language  to  mean  by  the  Word 
Do&rine  the  Subject  or  Object  of  a  Propofition: 
*Tis  a  new  Language  to  mean  by  .handling popular 
ly,  fpeaking  or  writing  according  to  the  Notions 
of  the  People  ;  and  by  handling  fcientificaJly  or 
philofophically,  fpeaking  or  writing  according  to 
the  Philofophers'  ov/n  Notions.  Could  this  now  be 
believed  ?  But  let  it  be  a  new  Language  -,  and 
what  then?  while-  Mr.  W.  explains  his  own 
Meaning,  this  is  a  Liberty  that  has  always  been 
allowed  on  philofophical  Subjects.  But  the 
Truth  is,  the  Language  is  as  old  as  common 
Senfe  ;  and  it  never  became  new,  till  Dr.  Sykes 
had  affixt  to  it  his  own  Meaning.  Then  indeed 
it  was  fo  in  the  full  Senfe  of  new,  according  to 
the  Greeks,  who  by  their  xatvo$  meant  both  new 
and  abfurd.  But  what  is  all  this  muffling  and 
fencing  to  avoid  ?  the  very  thing  he  pretended 
mod  to  value  himfelf  upon,  the  ALWAYS  LYING 
OPEN  TO  CONVICTION. 

On  rhe  whole,  the  grand  Queftion,  we  fee,  is, 
whether  the  Philofophers  f aid  one  fbing  and  thought 
another^  when  they  exercifed  the  double  Dotfrine  ? 
And  what  a  formidable  Adverfary  have  I  here  to 
deal  with  ?  He  engages  to  difprove  the  THING 
aflerted  by  Mr.  /F.  and  contents  himfelf  with 
falling  upon  his  EXPRESSION.  But  had  his  Ex- 
preflion  been  as  inaccurate  as  the  Doctor  himfelf 
is  pleafed  to  reprefent  it ;  what  is  all  this  to  the 
Point?  Several  Facts  and  Inftances  have  been  al- 
ledged  to  mew,  that  the  Philofophers  were  actu 
ally  guilty  of  the  Practice,  with  which  they  are 
here  charged.  Now  if  thefe  Facts  and  Inftances 
come  up  to  the  Point  for  which  they  are  pro 
duced,  the  Charge  upon  the  ancient  Sages  is  made 
cut,  whatever  becomes  of  the  Terms,  about  which 
4  we 


we  have  been  fo  long  a  fquabbling.  But  a  fink 
ing  Caufe  will  catch  at  Words  ^  tho5  they  be  only 
the  Shadows  of  things. 

What  Return  fhall  I  make  him  For  all  this  ? 
A  literary  Commerce  with  fuch  an  Adverfary  will 
always  be  carried  on  with  lofs.  For  his  three  ftale 
Quibbles,  therefore  I  return  him  three  frefh  Te- 
ilimonies  :  Which,  if  he  be  wife,  he  will  know 
how  to  make  a  good  ufe  of  by  receiving  in 
Silence. 

i.  I  begin  with  Parmenides.  We  are  told  that 
he  had  two  Doctrines  concerning  the  Nature  of 
the  Univerfe  ;  one,  in  which  he  taught  that  the 
World  had  been  made,  and  would  be  dejlrcyed  ; 
another,  in  which  he  faid  that  it  was  ungenerated 
and  would  never  be  diffofaed.  We  are  told  that 
the  firfl  was  his  public  -,  the  fecond  his  private 
Doctrine  h.  Let  the  Doctor  now  fee,  as  he  is  an 
Artift  in  his  way,  whether,  of  this  here,  he  can 

h  The  Author  of  the  philofophical  Piece  commonly  af- 
cribed  to  Origen,  fays,  "  that  he  fometimes  complied  with 
"  the  popular  Opinion,  and  declared  that  the  Umverfe  would 
"  be  one  Day  deftroyed."  Kat  Da^si/icV  sv  pav  TO  tvoiv  VTTOT^S- 
roe.it  AIAION  TE,  KOC,;  ayeyt^Tov,  X.GH  ff$o*fQtt£ef''  ovo*  ct,vTo<;  EK- 
<I>EYraN  TKN  THN  vraMuv  AOHAN,  «ry§  Asywv  xa.t  yyv  TAS 
TOT  I1ANTOS  APXAS,  rr/v  ptv  yvtvt  w?  v7^v'  TO  Setzvo,  uqot-iTioy, 
xon  •srotoyv'  TON  KO"SMON  ElDE  <I)0EIPE3:©AI.  It  appears 
too  from  this  Paflage  that  he  fpoke  popularly,  when  he  fays 
that  the  World  was  made,  or  had  a  Beginning  ;  and  that  this 
Doftrine  was  merely  popular  may  be  feen  too  from  the  follow 
ing  Words  of  f&emifiius.  Kai  ya£  o  na^-vt^;  :if  TOJ;  ^^ 
oo%ctv,  To  StgiAOv  mom  x.oe.1  TO  ^y^oy  a^ac,  uv  TO  f^-.v  -crt*^1,  TO  os 
ynv  isrgoo-oi'y-gevsi.  It  is  then  evident  from  thefe  Paffages  that, 
in  his  Exoterics,  he  gave  the  World  both  a  Beginning  and  an. 
End.  But  then  in  his  other  Writings  he  denied  that  it  had 
either.  I  need  not  quote  Cicero,  Plutarch,  or  Eufelius  to 
prove  this;  the  following  Verfes  of  his  own  are  fufficient  for 
my  prefent  Purpoie. 
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make  only  two  different  Illuftrations  of  the  lame 
Notion  :  Or  whether  he  muft  not  confefs,  tho* 
fore  againft  his  Will,  that  the  two  Dodtrines 
really  proceed  upon  contrary  Propofitions  :  If  the 
one  after  ts  the  Beginning  and  End  of  the  World, 
and  the  other  denies  that  it  ever  had  a  Beginning 
or  will  have  an  End,  do  they  not  exactly  fuit  the 
Definition  of  the  double  Doctrine  given  above  ? 
Have  we  not  two  Doctrines  founded  on  contrary 
Propofitions,  and  yet  do  not  they  both  relate  to 
the  fame  Subject  ? 

2.  The  next  is  a  Pafiage  from  Galen,  which 
is,  I  think,  as  conclufive.  "  Plato  (fays  he)  de- 
"  clares  that  Animals  have  conftantly  a  Soul, 
"  which  ferves  to  animate  and  inform  their  Bo- 
tc  dies  :  As  for  Stones,  Wood,  and  what  we 
*c  commonly  call  the  inanimate  Parts  of  the  Crea- 
"  tion  ;  all  thefe,  he  fays,  are  quite  deftitute  of 
"  Soul.  And  yet  in  his  tfimtfus^  where  he  ex~ 
<c  plains  his  Principles  to  his  Difciples  and  felect 
"  Friends,  he  there  gives  up  the  common  No- 
cc  tion,  declares  that  there  is  a  Soul  diffufed  thro' 
"  the  Univerfe,  which  is  to  actuate  and  pervade 
"  every  Part  of  it.  Now  we  are  not  to  imagine 
*e  that  in  Ms  Cafe  be  is  incovfiftent  with  himfelf^ 
ct  or  maintains  contrary  DoffrineSj  any  more  than 
cc  Ariftotle  and  Theophraftus  are  to  be  charged 
"  with  Contradiction)  when  they  delivered  to  their 
<f  Difciples  their  acroatic  Doftrines^  and  t&  the 
"  Vulgar  Principles  of  another  Nature  ]." 

We 
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We  may  fee  plainly  from  hence  what  the  great 
Gakn  thought  of  the  double  Doftrine.  And  after 
that  what  fignifies  what  Dr.  S.  thinks  of  it.  Plato^ 
Ariftotle*  and  fiwfbr&Jhtfi  are  not  to  be  charged 
with  CcntradiEfion,  becaufe  they  fay  one  thing  to 
their  Difciples,  and  another  to  the  World  at 
large.  But  what  ground  could  he  fuppofe  for 
the  Charge  of  Contradiction  and  Inconfiitency  on 
this  Score,  if  the  two  Doctrines  had  been  only 
Explanations  of  the  fame  Notions,  and  had  not 
contained  Principles  oppofite  and  repugnant  to 
each  other  ?  Now  if  he  fuppofed  that  they  con 
tained  oppofite  and  contrary  Propofitions^,  I 
Jiardly  need  go  about  to  prove,  that,  according 
to  him,  the  Philofophers  "  fpoke  one  thing  and 
f6  thought  another,"  when  they  practifed  the 
double  Doctrine  k. 

3.  My  next  Teftimony  is  from  one  of  Plato9 s 
Epiftles  ;  his  Friends  defire  him  to  infert  ibme 
peculiar  Mark  and  Character  by  which  they  might 
diftinguiih  thole  Letters,  which  contained  his 
real  Sentiments  from  thofe  which  did  not.  "  As 
*'  for  the  Symbol  or  private  Note  you  defire,  to 
u  know  my  ferious  Letters  and  which  contain 


Toe.  (/,EV  TQK  iffft&ois  ysygcttporuv,  fete, 

TOI<  rr«»§o»?.    Galeni  de  fubftantia  ^naturalium  facultatum 
Pragmentum. 

k  "  I  very  well  underftand  (fays  Dr.  S  )  how  one  and  the 
'fame  Do&rine   may  be  handled  popularly  and  fcitntifically: 
'  Popularly,  by  ufing  Topics  fuited  to  the  Peoples  Capacities ; 
'  by  arguing  and  dilating  upon  a  Subject  j  by  fpreading  the 
'  Matter,  and  fetting  it  in  different  Lights.     Scientifically,  by 
'  abitracl:  clofe  reafoning  ;  by  arguing  from  the  more  fubtile 
s  and  recondite  Nature  of  things.    And  thus,    I  think,  the 
'  twofold   Doclrine  was  underftood  by  the  Ancients."    Dr. 
Sykeis  Vindication,  p.  1 2.    And  was  it  thus  underftood  by  Ga 
len,  when  he  wrote  the  Patiage  abovememioned  ?  Does  he 
r.ot  carry  the  Difference  much  farther,  and  evidently  fuppofe 
that  the  two  Doctrines  are  founded  upon  contrary  Proportions  ? 


c<  my  real  Sentiments  from  thofe  that  do  not      ; 
J  remember  that  Gcd  begins  a  ferioi:s 
"  Letter,  and  Gods  one  that  is  othenvife."  Re 
marks  c>!  a  D::?:(>-je  of  Free  .rt  ii. 
p.  40.     I  chafe  to  give  the  Pal:"              he  Tran- 
3n  of  this  learned  Critic  •,  his  Authority  will 
prove  that  it  fpeaks  ftrongly  to  the  Purpoie  for 
produced.   If  his  Tranflation  be  juft, 
this  fingle  Tellimony  may  ferve  to  decide'  the 
whole  Controveriy.     For  had  not  Plato,  in  the 
Opinion  of  his  Friend?,    fometimes   given  out 
::ons,  which  did  not  intirely  correfpond  with 
the  :              riments  of  his  own  Mind  ;  \vhat  oc- 
cafion  for  the  private  Mark  or  Symbol,  v 

"  :  J  ? 

The  Writers  againft  the  D.  L.  confirm 
Doctrine  by  plain  and  clear  Facts,  at  the  very 
time  .hour  molt  to  confute  and  overthrow 

it.     Mr.  /.  has  fupplied  us  with  fome  very  i;r 

\-jeptionable  Arguments  in  fupport  of  ir, 
as  I  iVrv'd  in  the  laft  Chapter.     The  Re- 

:d   Mr.  Botte    very    frankly   acknowledge?, 
that  Cicero,  and  other  Ancients  believed  no: 

emr0*a  inOTAH  KAI  OIA^   AN  ?^1H,   oifjuu  ps,  tft  pt^i 

tr^    [A~r    yatff    CTSTCU- 
riK  irrlor.  Epif.  1 3 .  the  il 

ing  Words  of  Cudvirtb,  as  well  as  thofe  of  Bi\  ferve 

to  ihew,  that  I  do  not  endeavour  to  make  this  Pafiage  of 
hear  more  ili  ftriclly  carry.     "  There  is  alfo  a  Paf- 

'*  fage  ci:ed  o^:  o;"  :har  thirteenth  Epillle  of  Plato  s  to  /• 
"  Jau^  wherein  he  gives  this  as  a  Mark,  whereby  his  feritus 
"  Epidles,    and  written  aetordi*«  ta  tbe  true 

'•  tf  b:s  *&*  jlfirW,  might  by  his  Friends  be  diiHn- 
r.ed  from  tbsfe  vvbicb  were  other  wife.    When  I  begin 
"  my  Epiilies  with  God"  &c.  InttlUclxal  S\/?em,  p.  402.    jB-: 
ry  fymbolic  Mirk  made  ufe  of  is  Sufficient  to  determine 
leaning. 

of 


-'  «di     ' 

if  future  Punilhments  ^.  And  yet  it  is  obvious  to 
every  one  that  they  often  inculcate  this  very  Doc 
trine  in  fb  forcible  a  manner,  as  plainly  (hews 
they  would  have  others  think  they  did  believe  it. 
*c  then  is  a  plain  Proof  that  they  exercis'd 
the  double  Doclnne,  and  that  they  excrcifed  ic 
on  the  very  Point  in  Queflion. 

I  co  not  know  how  far  the  Names  of  Mr. 
J.  and  Mr.  Bcite   will    go   wr.  syk.es   in 

the  prcfent  Cafe  ;  however,  I  think  they  all  thre£ 
ought  to  be  of  fovereign  Authority   with 
another:  It  is  indeed  very  furprifir.g,  that 

tt  fhouid  oppofe  the  Notion  of  the  double 
Doctrine  explained  in  the  D  L.  and  yet  afil-rt 
the  old  Philofophers  really  dif- 
believ'd  all  future  Punifhments.     For  when  they 
is  Doctrine,  how  is  it  ,  on  his 

own  Suppofition,    to  fkreen  them  from  the 
putation  of"  faying  one  thing  when  they 

jr,"  or  of  ufmg  the  double  Doctrine  in 
e  Latitude  and  :          :.  in  which  it  has  been 
^ed  upon  them  r  —  As  for  Mr.  J.  he  indctd 
brings  feveral  Icftances,   which  make  directly 
a  gain  ft  both  the  Dr.  and  himfelf.     But  as  it  is 
his  Cuftorn,  to  fay  one  thing  and  /; ;  :ber9 

which  is  the  better  halfway  to  tha:  phic 

Perfection  of  faying  c>ne  thing  and  believing  ano 
ther,  I  am  far  irom  being  furprized  at  any  i 
be  has  advanced  on  this  Point.    Ho. 

»  "  ra/>— always  fpokc  of  the  fctare  State  (in  his  Phi!o- 
~  Stale  of  1  -.f  no 

and  could  ne<vtr  con:  ::  tflrd  coaUlx. 

**  NOT  is  there  any  rhirg  wcnderf. 

f*  mivbt  be  ravcb   tot  laflj    ltd  ty  think,  that  a  Staff  «f  5O 
*'  SENSE,  i.e.  fsmetbirg  tcrtcrr-.w:*  to  Anttiki!at'i5*t  ctvw  a. 
" '  Puxijbmcnt  j*fcitnt  fir  tbc  Ira*f*r  rjfom  if  a 
Anfwsr  2>  D.  L.  p.  175. 
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Dr.  either  confute  and  difprove  the  Inflances  ak 
Jedged  by  Mr.  J.  or  confefs  that  this  Charge 
againft  the  Philosophers  is  juft. 


CHAP.    XIII. 

The  Quejlion  with  Dr.  Sykes  fairly  Jlated, 
and  the  Inftances  produced  in  the  firft  Edi 
tion  clear  d  from  his  Exceptions. 

WE  have  feen  enough  of  the  Doctor  to  be 
upon  our  Guard,  whenever  he  undertakes 
to  flate  and  reprefent  Facts  \  and  the  following 
Inftance,  will,  I  think,  fhew  that  we  cannot  be 
too  cautious  how  we  truft  him.     He  tells  me, 
with   much   Haughtinefs,  that  I  "  intirely  alter 
"  the  Queftion."  (p.  7.)   That  I  "  grofsly  mif- 
<c  reprtllnt  the  Point  in  Debate" — calls   upon 
Mr.  /iK  "  for  bis  own  Sake,  for  the  Sake   of 
tc  Truth^  for  the  Sake  of  common  Juftice  not 
"  to  make  himfelf  refponfible  for  fuch  Repre- 
"  fentation."  p.  8.      Thefe,   we  fee,   are  well 
joined.     I  believe  he  has  pretty  much  the  fame 
Regard  to  Truth  and  Juftice  that  he  has  to  Mr. 
Warburton :  And  is  equally  felicitous  that  none 
of  the  three  fuffer  in  my  Hands.     But  what  has 
an  Anfwerer  by  Profeffion  to  do  with  any  of  them, 
unlefs  to  mifreprefent  them.     One   may  give  a 
reafonable  Guefs  how   he  ftands   with   the  two 
former^    by  his   noble  Interpretation   (juft  now 
fpoken  to)   of  the  Term  Doftrine,  &c.   in  the 
Writings  of  the  latter.    -However,  I  come  at 
his  Call  ;   and  am  here  ready  to  fee  what  he  has 
to  fay  to  me. 

The  Doftorhad  faid,  "  What  Proof  now  can 
"  be  produced  that  in  the  twofold    Doctrine, 

*c  they 
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"  they  (the  Philofophers)  actually  faid  one  thing 
**  and  believed  another  ?  What  Inftance  is  or 
"  can  be  produced  of  this  Fact  p"  To  this  I 
replied,  *c  Here  then  we  join  Iffue  ;  if  fuch  an 
"  Inftance  can  be  produced,  the  Doctor,  I  am 
<c  perfuaded,  according  to  his  own  Reafoning, 
"  will  allow  the  Miftake  to  lie  on  his  Side." 
Now  this,  he  tells  me,  is  a  grofs  Mifreprefenta- 
lion  of  the  Point  in  Debate.  How  fo  !  Why, 
"  If  I  join  IfTue  with  him  here,  I  am  to  produce 
"  an  Inftance,  ift.  In  the  twofold  Dcftrine. 
*'  idly.  In  one  and  the  fame  Doctrine,  handled 
"  only  popularly  and  fcientifically.  %diy.  Where 
"  the  popular  Manner  of  handling  a  Subject  is 
"  the  only  Ground  for  conceiving  a  Man  to  fay 
"  what  he  did  not  believe.  For  a  Man  may 
"  handle,  I  conceive,  any  S\ibje&fopular{y3  and 
<c  yet  believe  it ;  or  he  may  handle  \\.  fcientifically ^ 
"  and  yet  not  believe  it,"  Vindication^  p.  7. 

Was  ever  plain  Propofition  fo  clouded  and  in- 
veloped,  as  this,  (I  had  like  to  have  faid)  before 
us ;  but  now  vanifhed  under  the  triple  Cover  of 
Blunder,  Sophiftry,  and  Prevarication  ? 

The  firft  Remark  is,  that  I  ought  to  have 
produced  an  Inftance  in  the  twofold  Doffrine. 
To  this  I  reply,  that  every  Inftance  I  have  pro 
duced  is  actually  of  this  kind.  As  to  his  fecond 
Remark,  I  have  explained  at  large  what  Mr.  W. 
meant  by  one  and  the  fame  Doftrine  ;  and  after 
this  Explanation  I  need  not  go  about  to  prove 
that  my  feveral  Inftances  come  up  to  the  Point  in 
Queftion.  To  his  third  Remark  I  anfwer,  that 
I  have  all  along  been  producing  Inftances,  in 
which  the  Philofophers  taught  two  contrary  Doc 
trines  on  one  and  the  fame  Subject  \  one  to  their 
Difciples  ;  another  to  the  People.  In  this  Cafe 
(and  this  is  the  only  Cafe  I  am  confidering)  I  do 
indeed  fuppofe  that  the  public  Doctrine  was  not 
P  8  believed, 


believed,  aod  that  the  private  was.  And  fo 
would  the  Doctor,  too,  if  he  had  not  found  it 
uecefiary,  in  order  to  fave  himfelf  from  Convic 
tion,  to  put  a  perverfe  Meaning  on  Mr.  J¥?s 
Words  of  handling  popularly,  as  if  they  fignified 
f peaking  to  a  Point  immethc  die  ally,  when  Mr. 
/K  tells  us,  he  means,  fpeaking  according  to  the 
Opinions  of  the  People. ,  Nay,  in  his  unguarded 
Hours,  that  is,  when  he  does  not  lie  at  catch  for 
an  Evafion,  he  can  fuppofe  it  as  well  as  I.  For 
talking  of  Plato,  he  fays,  "  Let  him  fpeak  for 
cc  t\\z  popular  Opinions  at  fome  times,  and  even 
"  laugh  at  them  at  other  times,  all  that  will 
*'  follow  is,  that  Plato  dijbelieved  the  popular 
4t  Opinions  of  the  Gods,  not  that  he  difbelieved 
*'  the  Being  of  a  God."  Sykes's  Examination, 
p.  127.  Upon  what  Grounds  now  does  the  Doc- 
.:tor  conclude  that  Plato  difbelieved  thefe  popular 
Opinions  ?  What  Reafon  can  he  poffibly  affign 
for  this,  which  will  not  equally  hold  for  the  Dif- 
beiief  of  popular  Opinions,  with  refpect  to  the 
Philofophers  in  general  ? 

However  the  Dcctor  often  repeats,  that  we 
mud  nor  conclude  Notions  were  not  really  enter 
tained,  barely  becaufe  they  are  handled  in  a  popular 
Manner.  And  how  does  he  fuppofe  that  Subjects 
were  handled  in  a  popular  Manner?  "  Why,  by 
*•  ufing  Topics  fuited  to  the  Peoples  Capacities  ; 
si  by  arguing  and  dilating  upon  a  Subject ;  by 
"  fpreading  the  Matter,  and  fetting  it  in  different 
"  Lights."  But  who,  let  me  afk  him,  ever  fup- 
pofed  that  Notions  were  difbelieved,  purely  becaufe 
they  were  treated  in  this  Manner  ?  However,  had 
he  himfelf  reflected,  it  may  be  thought  poflible  he 
would  have  reminded  his  Reader,  that  I  only  make 
this  Supofition  in  Cafes,  where  'tis  evident  that  the 
Philofophers  had  two  contrary  Doctrines  on  the 
fame  Subject,  one  for  the  Multitude,  and  the 


other  For  themfelves :  And  in  thefe  Cafes  the 
Doctor  himfelf  does  agree  with  me,  that  the  po 
pular  Opinion  was  not  believ'd.  Now  this  Very 
Obfervation,  if  carefully  attended  to,  will  be  a 
iufficient  Anfwer  to  almoft  half  his  Pamphlet. 

Sect,  i.  So  much  for  the  Charge  tffalfe  Repre- 
fen  ration.     To  come  now  to  the  Argument.     I 
iiave  obferved  that  the  D.  L.  does  indeed  charge 
both  LegiQators  and  Philofophers  with  the  Prac 
tice  of  the  double  Doctrine.     And   it  were  eafy 
to  produce  feveral  Inftances,  with  regard  to  the 
firftj   which  every  reafonable  Man  muft  allow  to 
be  decifive.     But  at  prefent  I  will  confine  myfelf 
to  one  Only.     As  to  their  Laws,  they  are  fo  far 
from  reprefenting  them  as  the  mere  Suggeftions 
of  human  Policy  and  Wifdom,  that  they  often 
afTert  their  divine  Origine  -,  they  impute  them  to  the 
Invention  of  the  Gods.     Here  then  let  the  learned 
Doctor  tell  us,  did  they  themfelves  believe  this  to 
be  the  real  Fact?  Did  they  fuppofe  that  their 
Laws  were  dictated  and  framed  by  fome  Deity  ? 
Or  was  this,  after  all,  a  pure  Fidion  and  Con 
trivance  of  their  own?  He  muft  fay,  of  their 
own.     And  therefore  it   is  certain  by  his  own 
Confeffion,  that   the  Ancients  in  this  Cafe  did 
fay  one  thing,  ibhen  they   believed  another.     To 
this  the  Doctor  objects ;    i.  "  This  is  not   an 
"  Initance    in  the  twofold  Detinue .     It  fhould 
"  have  been  an  Inftance  in  one  and  the  feme  Doc- 
€c  trine  taught  popularly  fometirnes,  at  other  times 
4<  fcientifically  :  And  in  courfe  not  believed  when 
"  taught  popularly,  but  believed  when  taught  in 
"  the  other  manner.'*  Vind.  p.  9.     This    is  not 
an  Inftance  in  the  twofold  Doftrine.    Why  fo  ? 
Becaufe  **  it   is  not  an  Inftance  in  one  and  the 
"  fame  Doftrine  tiught  popularly  fometimes,  at 
**  other  times  fcientifically."     Now  what  is  the 


[  234  ] 

Subjecl  of  each  Doctrine,  in  the  prefent  Cafe, 
but  the  Origin  and  Inftltiition  of  the  Laws  ?  One 
Doctrine  makes  thefe  divine,  the  other  human. 
Here  then  are  two  contrary  Propofidons  drawn 
from  one  and  the  fame  Object  or  Subjecl. 

When  Mr.  W.  fays  that  the  fame  Subjecl:  was 
handled  popularly  and  -philofcfhically,  what  does 
he  mean  more,  than  that  the  ancient  Sages  fpoke 
to  the  People,  according  to  the  common  No 
tions  •,  and  :to  their  Friends,  according  to  their 
own  ?  And  was  not  this  the  very  Cafe  in  the 
prefent  Iniiance  ? 

But  he  tells  me,  "  I  fhould  have  produced  an 
"  Iniiance  in  one  and  the  fame  Doffrine  not  be- 
"  lieved '.when  taught  popie larly,  but  believed  when. 
"  taught  in  the  other  manner."  Admirable! 
and  did  Mr.  W.  or  I  ever  pretend  to  fay,  that 
when  one  and  the  fame  Doffrine  was  taught  to  the 
People  without  method,  that  then  it  was  not  be 
lieved  ;  but  that  when  taught  fcicntifically,  and 
the  Dilcourfe  divided  in  logical  Form,  then  it 
began  to  be  believed  ?  Well  might  he  fay  that 
fnch  an  Account  of  the  double  Doffrine  makes  it 
impqffible  ever  to  be  proved. 

When  this  wondrous  Difputant  fays  one  and 
the  fame  Doftrine,  he  means,  we  fee,  one  and 
the  lame  Proportion.  Now  why  would  he  have 
me  bring  an  Iniiance  in  which  the  two  DocTrines 
contain  one  and  the  fame  Propofition?  Is  it  be- 
catife  I  have  aflerted  the  contrary  ?  But  he  mil- 
takes.  The  Contagion  of  thofe  Cwith  whom  I  have 
had  fo  much  to  do  of  late)  who  bring  Authorities 
to  confute  themfelves  has  not  yet  reached  me. 
T  would  not  fo  far  imitate  even  his  Example,  as 
to  overturn  the  Doctrine  I  lay  down  by  the  Tefti- 
monies  I  produce  in  Confirmation  of  it.  What 

he 


he  bBjefts  farther  to  this  Argument  fliall  be  con* 
fider'd  in  the  Note  below  a. 


a  The  Doftor  proceeds;  2.  "  This  is  an  Inftance  of  Men 
*'  afferting  or  teaching  a  downright  Lie.  Now  I  do  not  know,,' 
*'  nor  eVef  heard  of  any  one  that  ever  maintained  that  the 
"  Ancients  never  told  a  Lie,  or  never  fpoke  what  they  knew 
"  to  be  falfe."  What!  and  are  the  Plnlojophers  found  Liars 
at  lad?  This  is  hard  upon  them.  And  by  their  Advocate 
too!  Well,  they  have  their  Revenge  however.  I  know  who 
rauft  bear.  them  Company.  For  who  would  have  thought  it, 
that  one  of  the  main  Points-  infilled  on  by  this  very  Writer, 
was,  that  the  Philofop  hers  could  not  be  guilty  of  fo  bafe  a 
Practice  as  Lying  ?  hence  he  infers,  that  they  would  not  ufe 
the  double  Doclrine  in  that  Extent,  in  which  it  has  beert 
charged  upon  them  by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  "  This, 
"  fays  he,  gives  us  an  Idea  of  the  old  Phiiofophers  as  a 
"  Pack  of  itrange  People,  BELIEVING  ONE  THING  AND 
'*  SAYINO  ANOTHER:  It  treats  them  as  grof?  LYARS,  fo 
"  infmcere,  fo  diihoneft,  fo  impofing  on  the  People,  thaf, 
"  were  any  Man  to  aft  fuch  a  Part  »0w,  he  would  be  con- 
*'  demned  as  guilty  of  the  wickedeil  Craft,  and  would  be" 
"'  dcteiled  by  all  honeft  Men  as  juftly  chargeable  with  Cim- 
"  ning,  Hypbcrify,  Diffimulation,  and  the  Height  of  Wick- 
*'  ednefs  and  Immorality.  Vices!  which  Plato  and  the  Hen- 
"  then  Phiiofophers  in  general  condemned,  and  from  their 
tf  Souls  abhorred  "  Examination,  'p.  1  1  1,  112. 

He  would  do  any  thing  he  could,  you  fee,  for  his  Phiiofo 
phers.  But  when  matters  come  thus  home,  they  muft  pardon  him» 
he  mull  take  care  of  himfelf.  Amicus  Socrates,  amicus  Plato, 
Jed  magis  amicus  ille  ipfe.  But  not  to  leave  him,  as  he  leaves 
his  Phiiofophers,  let  me  afk.  what  is  the  Drift  and  Purpofe 
of  this  laft  quoted  Obfervation  ;  but  to  (hew,  that  the  Phiio 
fophers  would  notpraftife  the  double  Do&ririe  in  the  "Latitude 
m  which  it  is  charged  upon  them,  becaute  they  held  lying  to 
be  an  infamous  and  mean  Cuftom?  How  therefore  could  I 
more  effeflually  difprove  and  weaken  the  Force  of  what  he 
here  fays,  than  by  mewing  that  the  Ancients  did  not  fcruple 
to  lie,  whenever  the  Good  of  the  Public  was  thought  to  re 
quire  it  ?  To  this  I  may  add,  that  they  net  on'y  held  it  to  be 
lawful,  but  aflert  it  to  be  honourable  too,  as  we  learn  from 
Plutarch,  in  his  Life  of  Nttma. 

J$,  "'  Suppofing  (fays  the  Doclor)  that  the  Ancients  held  it 

<c  allowable   to  lie  for  the  Good  of  the  Commonweal,  if* 

•'  they-  had  treated  thisFalflioodina-/?/V«///f^  Manner,  would 

02  «  that 
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Sect.  2.  Let  us  come  to  the  Philosophers, 
The  Gentleman  affirms,  that  they  never  teach 
one  thing  and  think  another.  Pray,  what  then 
was  Pythagoras  doing,  when  he  gave  out  that  he 
had  defcended  into  the  infernal  Regions ;  that  he 
had  vifited  the  Seats  and  Abodes  of  departed 
Souls ;  that  he  had  feen  with  his  own  Eyes  the 
Tortures  and  Punimmerits  inflicted  on  the  Wick 
ed  ?  Muft  he  not,  in  this  Cafe,  have  employ 'd 
the  very  Fi&ion,  which  the  D.  L.  afcribes  to  the 
double  Doctrine  ?  Is  it  not  neceflary  to  imagine 
that  he  faid  one  thing  and  believed  another  ?  To 
this,  the  Doctor  replies,  "  Here  is  a  fecond  In- 
4<  fiance  labouring  under  all  the  Defects  of  the 
<c  fir  ft.  What  was  Pythagoras  doing,  when  he 
*«  gave  out  that  he  had  defcended  into  the  infernal 
<c  Regions  ?  Why,  he  was  telling  a  Lie  in  the 

"  that  have  proved  that  they  believed  what  they  knew  to  be  falfe, 
'*  more  than  their  treating  a  Falfhood  in  a  popular  Manner 
"  would  prove  that  they  did  not  believe  it  ? "  His  old  Sopbifm, 
we  fee,  ftill  keeps  uppermoit.  And  this  I'll  fay  for  him,  no 
ConfefTor  ever  Hack  clofef  to  a  Truth  than  he  does  to  a  Falfe- 
hood.  But  a  little  Modeily,  a  little  Regard  for  his  Reader, 
would  have  done  well.  Can  CONTROVERSY  have  fo  far  got 
the  better  of  him,  as  to  perfuade  him  it  was  poflible  for  him 
to  make  any  one  believe,  that,  when  Mr.  W.  faid  the  An 
cients  lied  for  the  public  Good,  and,  that,  to  cover  their  Lye, 
they  invented  the  Method  of  teaching  by  the  double  Doftnne, 
in  which  Matters  were  handled  popularly  and  fcientifcally, 
that  he  meant,  that  their  Belief  or  Diftelief  was  affixed  to 
the  Clofenefs  or  Loofenefs  of  the  Form  of  their  Difcourfe,  and 
not  to  their  Subject  and  Auditors  ?  Popularly  and  Scientifically 
were  net  eflential,  but  accidental  Circumttances.  And  the 
Words  only  ufed  as  a  fhorter  Way  to  fignify  Difcourfes  to  their 

Difciples,  and  Difcourfes  to  the  People. But  I  will  drop  fo 

wretched  a  Subjeft,  tho'  the  Doctor  has  half  a  Page  more 
upon  it,  for  fear  the  Reader,  in  a  pardonable  Difguil  at  Con- 
trovcrfy,  fhould  here  flop  fhort,  and  throw  afide  the  Book : 
And  I  am  much  inclined,  for  the  Good  of  the  Public,  that 
cor  Doctor  ihould  be  thoroughly  known. 

5  "  grofi 
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"  grofs  immoral  Senfe  of  that  Word  :  He  was 
"  guilty  of  an  Impofture  -,  not  of  ufing  the  two- 
"  fold  Doftrine^  I  mean  the  efoteric  and  exoteric 
"  Doftrine  of  the  Ancients.  Does  any  one  of 
"  them  make  the  twofold  Doftrine  confift  in  tel- 
"  ling  fuch  Lies  as  this  ?  It  would  be  eafy  for 
"  Men  of  fo  much  Reading  as  Mr.  W.  and  this 
"  Author ;  to  produce  fome  Inftances,  where  the 
•'  Words  Efoteric  and  Exoteric  are  applied,  (if 
"  ever  they  are  applied)  to  Cafes  of  fuch  noto- 
"  rious Falfhoods."  Find.  p.  n. 

Pythagoras  (fays  he)  was  guilty  of  a  grofs  itfr 
moral  Lie  Does  he  then  allow  that  the  Philofo- 
phers  toldgrofs  Lies?  And  this  after  he  has  taken 
fo  much  Pains  to  clear  them  from  the  Imputation 
of  this  very  Charge. 

But  obferve  now  the  Confiftency  with  which 
he  reafons  on  this  Topic.  In  his  Examination  he 
contends  that  the  Philofophers  could  not  practice 
he  double  DoRrine*  in  the  Latitude  for  which 
Mr.  W.  contends,  becaufe  it  would  have  involved 
them  in  the  Guilt  of  Lying.  In  his  Vindication 
he  affirms  that  they  did  lie  in  the  mod  grofs  and 
immoral  Senfe,  and  thence  he  infers  that  they  did 
not  ufe  the  double  "DoRrine.  So  that  our  Dover's 
definitive  Sentence  againft  the  double  Doftrine  con 
cludes  at  lad  with  a  Keennefs  of  Logic,  that  cuts 
both  Back  and  Edge  ; — They  did  NOT  lie grofsly, 
therefore  they  did  not  ufe  the  double  Doftrine  ; 
And  again,  They  Dip  lie grofsly^  therefore  they 
c)id  not  ufe  the  double  Podlrine.  Many  a  Man 
can  make  out  his  Conclufion  from  bis  own9  or 
from  one  Set  of  Principles  j  but  commend  me  to 
him  who  can  make  it  out  from  his 
or  from  any  Set  of  Principles. 

0.3 


For  what,  fays  he,  is  this  to  the  double  Doc- 
trine  ?  And  does  he  then  ferioufly  fuppofe,  that 
the  double  Doctrine  was  not  employed  in  this 
Cafe  ?  Pythagoras  taught  the  People,  that  he 
had  really  defcended  into  Hell ;  as  to  his  felect 
Friends,  it  mud  of  coutfe  be  fuppofed,  that 
amongfc  them  he  treated  this  Defcent  as  a  mere 
Fiction.  And  what  was  this  but  practifing  the 
double  Doftrine  ? 

"  It  would  be  eafy  for  Men  of  fo  much  Read- 
"  ing,  to  produce  In  (lances,  where  the  Words 
<c  Efoteric  and  Exoteric  are  applied  to'  Cafes  of 
*c  fuch  notorious  Falfhood  ?  "  We  won't  (land 
with  him  for  an  eafy  Matter.  Let  him  turn  to 
the  PaiTage  cited  from  Galen  in  the  laft  Chapter. 
We  are  there  told  that  the  external  and  internal 
Doctrine  did  really  contain  oppofite  and  repugnant 
Notions  ?  Muft  it  not  then  be  fuppofed  that  one 
of  them  was  not  believed  ?  But  take  which  you 
will,  the  double  Doctrine  muft  neceffarily  contain 
many  Inftances  of  as  grofs  and  notorious  a  Fal 
fhood,  as  that  I  have  been  here  expofing. 

Well,  but  he  will  prove  that  there  was  no  fe- 
cret  or  hidden  Notion  in  this  Cafe.  "  The  efo- 
<c  teric  Doctrine  was  what  the  DifcipleS  of  the 
"  Philofophers  were  let  into.  Now,  how  does  it 
4<  appear  that  Pythagoras  ever  let  his  Difciples 
"  into  the  Truth,  that  he  only  pretended  to  have 
^c  gone  into  the  infernal  Regions  ?  Did  his  fa- 
'*  mous  ipfe  dixit  prevail  here  ?''  p.  1 1. 

How  does  it  appear  that  Pythagoras  had  any 
Difciples  at  all  ?  If  he  had  no  other  News  to  tell 
them  than  what  he  taught  the  People,  he  had  no 
Need  of  any,  nor  they  of  him.  But  I  had  bed 
flop  h«c.  For  in  the  Humour  he  is  in,  his  next 

Queftion 
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Queftion  perhaps  may  be  "  How  do  we  know 
"  that  Pythagoras  himfelf  did  not  believe  his 
"  own  Story  ?  "  And  then,  I  confefs,  he  would 
gravel  me.  <c  Or  did  his  famous  ipfe  dixit  pre- 
46  vail  here  ?  "  Does  the  Doctor  then  really  think 
his  Difciples  fo  fupinely  credulous  that  they  would 
have  believed  this  ftrange  Story,  unlefs  their 
M after  had  interpofed  his  ipfe  dixit  ?  From  what 
ftrange  Sympathy  of  Heart  or  Underftanding,  I 
would  fain  know,  does  he  infer,  that  thefe  Difci 
ples  were  fo  violently  given  to  the  believing  Side  ? 
But  to  convince  us  that  the  double  Doctrine 
had  no  concern  in  the  prelent  Cafe,  he  adds, 
"  Is  his  Defcent  into  the  infernal  Regions,  and 
"  his  no  Defcent,  one  and  the  fame  Doffrine  ? 
This  is  the  old  Quibble  over  again.  Mr.  War- 
burton  ufes  Doctrine  in  the  Senfe  of  the  Sttbjeff 
cf  Debate :  Dr.  Sykcs  in  the  Senfe  of  Prcpofttien. 
<rhe  Subjeft  of  Debate  \^  the  Defcent  of  Pytha 
goras  into  Hell.  The  public  Doctrine  affirms  that 
this  Defcent  was  actual  and  real :  The  private 
treats  it  as  a  mere  Fiction.  But  furely  both  Do 
ctrines  relate  to  one  and  the  fame  Subjeft  ;  If  the 
Doctor  be  difputing  againft  himfelf,  much  may 
be  faid.  But  if  he  will  argue  againft  me  or  againfl 
Mr.  W.  he  muft  ufe  the  Words  in  Mr.  W?s  Senfe, 
For  all  Mr.  W.*s  and  my  Arguments  reft  on  that 
Senfe b.  Sect. 

b  '•  It  was  a  popular  Do&rine,  fays  Dr.  S.  ufed  by  Pytba- 
"  goras,  that  there  were  Punifhments  in  the  infernal  Regions, 
"  Take  now  the  fame  Doftrine,  one  and  the  fame,  and  treat  it 
"  jcientifcally,  you  cannot  here  fay  there  will  be  no  Punifli- 
"  ments  hereafter,  or  that  the  Soul  will  be  abforpt  or  anni- 
"  hilated.  For  this  is  not  the  fame  Do&rine,  handled  in  a 
"  different  Manner,  but  quite  a  difterent  Dodrine.1"  p.  12. 

I  am  fo  tired  with  this  fenfelefs.  fhamelefs  Sophifm  per 
petually  blundered  in  to  cloud  and  darken  the  cleared  Propo- 
fition  that  ever  was  advanced,  (namely  "  that  the  Philofo- 

phers  faid  one  thing  while  they  believed  another,  and  to 

*•  cover 


Seel.  3,  I  wilJ  now  proceed  to  another  In- 
ftance  in  the  fame  Sect.  The  common  Dodrine 
taught  that  the  Souls  of  Men  were  doomed 
to  pais  into  other  Bodies,  as  a  Punifhment  for 
their  Sins  in  this  Life.  The  Philofophers  them- 
felves  fometimes  inculcate  this  Notion  •,  but  then 
they  fometimes  give  a  different  Account  of  this 
Doclrine :  Souls  are  to  migrate  into  other  Bodies, 
by  a  mere  pbyfic&l  and  natural  NecefTity,  and  noc 
by  way  of  Punifhment.  Here  then  are  two  con 
trary  Notions  of  a  future  State;  the  one  fuppofes 
a  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign  ;  the  other  gives  all 
to  pure  Neceffity.  Muft  not  thefe  Doctrines  be 
founded  on  oppofite  and  repugnant  Principles  ? 
Muft  not  the  Philofophers,  when  they  preach 

"  cover  their  Commerce  of  Deceit  employed  their  Method 
*'  of  the  double  Doctrine"}  that  I  fhould  not  have  quoted  this 
Paflage  but  for  another  Purpofe,  which  is  to  illuftrate  our 
Doctor's  great  Knowledge  in  the  Principles  of  the  Greek  Phi- 
lofophy.  "  You  cannot  fay,  here  will  be  no  Punifhrnents, 
"  or  the  Soul  will  be  abforpt  or  annihilated.''' — "  Abforpt  or 
*'  annihilated."  He  confiders  them,  you  fee,  as  one  and  the 
fame  thing  ;  and  fuppofes  that  the  Soul  was  to  be  annihilated, 
when  it  was  refolved  into  the  divine  Nature.  The  Refu/ion  we 
do  indeed  often  hear  of;  'tis  mentioned  as  the  DocVine  of  Py 
thagoras  and  his  Followers :  But  as  to  this  Principle  of  Aftnihi* 
tation,  it  is,  I  apprehend,  a  Difcovery  of  our  Author1*  own. 

Deum  namquc  ire  per  omnes 
Terrafque  traclufque  maris,  ccelumque  profundum. 
Hinc  pecudes,  armenta,  viros,  genus  omne  ferarum, 
Quemque  fibi  tenues  nafcentem  arcefiere  vitas. 
Scilicet  hue  reddi  deinde,  ac  refoluta  referri 
Omnia,  nee  tnorti  ejje  locum.  Virgil  Gewg.  iv. 

We  fee  here  that  the  Soul  was  not  to  be  annihilated  or  re 
duced  to  nothing.  And,  what  is  more,  we  fee  that  the  Re 
fit/ion  was  the  very  thing  which  was  to  prevent  it.  It  is  there 
fore  evident  that  thefe,  in  the  Syitem  of  the  Ancients,  were 
confide! 'd  as  very  different  and  diflinct  things  In  the  Doc 
tor's  they  are  one  and  the  fame.  And  who  would  not  leave 
Antiquity,  for  this  new  Guide,  and  his  fimple  Syftem  ? 

What  he  talks  here  of  future  Puwjkments  is  quite  foreign  to 
the  Purpofe  of  the  prefcnt  Argument  :  As  to  the  private  Do- 
clrine  on  that  Head,  it  propcriy  belongs  to  the  next  Sedion. 


up  the  popular  Notion,  fay  one  thing  and  believe 
another  ? 

With  regard  to  thefe  two  Migrations,  it  may 
perhaps  be  faid  (for  what  is  there  that  has  not 
been  faid^  and  what  is  there  that  has  been  proved 
on  the  Occafion  ?)  how  do  we  know  which  was 
the  .popular  and  external,  which  the  fecret  and 
internal  Doctrine  ?  But  furely  the  very  Nature  of 
the  Do&rines  is  fufficient  to  point  out  this  Di- 
ftindlion.  The  phyfical  Migration  was  of  no  real 
Uie  and  Service  to  Society,  nay,  was  intirely 
deftructive  of  it,  and  fo  could  be  only  taught 
becaufe  it  was  really  and  actually  believ'd.  The 
moral  Migration  was  fo  eminently  ufeful  to  the 
State,  that  the  Philofophers  would  not  have  fcru- 
pled  to  teach  it,  thoj  they  had  really  difbeliev'd  it. 
And  that  this  was  the  very  Cafe,  we  have  the 
exprefs  Teftimony  of  Tim^us  Locrus,  who  men 
tions  this  laft  as  an  Opinion,  that  was  cultivated 
merely  on  the  Score  of  its  Utility. 

And  that  the  phyfical  Migration  was  a  fecret 
and  hidden  Doctrine,  is-  evident  from  the  Man 
ner,  in  which  it  is  introduced  by  Ovid : 

Et  quoniam  dens  ora  movet,  fequar  ora  mo- 

ventem 
Rite  deum,    Delphqfqite  meos,   iffumque    re- 

cludam 

S&thera^  &  auguft*  refirabo  cracula  mentis. 
Magna,  nee  ingeniis  eveftigata  priorum, 
Quseque  diu  latuerey  canam,  &c. 

Me  tarn.  1.  xv. 

Let  us  examine  what  the  Doctor  objects  to  this 
Reafoning.  He  tells  me,  "  I  overlook  theNo- 
*c  tion  of  the  twofold  Doftrine  as  Mr.  W.  had 
**  given  it,  and  which  was  the  Foundation  of  all 
Jc  that  was  faid  on  this  Head,  The  twofold 

"  DoBrine 
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"  Doftrine  was  one  and  the  fame ',  differently  hand- 
*c  led.  Now  a  Tranfmigration  for  Punijhment 
"  is  a  different  Dodtrine  from  a  Tranfmigration 
"  by  />#?v  Nece]fity\  and  therefore  not  to  the 
"  Purpofe."  p.  13.  The  Doctor's  Sophifms  are 
not  for  once,  and  away,  like  the  Politician's  Lie, 
that  lafts  its  Hour,  and,  when  it  has  done  its 
Work,  is  heard  of  no  more,  but  gives  Place  to 
a  new  Invention.  You  mail  fometimes  have  your 
Difputersof  this  World  of  fo  fertile  Imaginations, 
or  io  weak  in  Judgment  as  to  prefentyou  with  a 
new  Sophifm  on  every  frefh  Exigency.  But  this 
wafte  of  good  things  our  parfimonious  Doctor  con 
demns  ;  and  when  he  has  been  at  the  Expence  of 
a  Sophifm  indeed^  he  knows  when  he  is  well. 
There  he  refts,  and  employs  it  as  conftantly  as 
the  Monks  do  their  plain  Song,&t  Matins,  Noon, 
and  Vefpers.  The  Honour  of  celebrating  this 
Matter  Sophifm  falls  to  my  Lot.  Mr.  Warbur- 
ton  has  done  Juftice  to  juft  fuch  another  -9  of  the 
fame  Growth  and  Size,  and  out  of  the  fame  Nur- 
fery,  the  Doctor's  Examination.  But  mine  now 
meets  me  fo  familiarly  at  every  turn,  that  I  am 
grown  afhamed  of  my  Acquaintance ;  and  fhall 
henceforth  treat  it  as  a  Stranger,  with  much 
Ceremony,  wherever  I  find  it.  Suppofe  us,  then, 
to  be  grown  unacquainted,  while  I  anfwer  it  as 
if  I  had  never  feen  it's  Face  before. 

All  that  was  meant  by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L. 
was,  that  the  double  Doctrine  had  zfittgk  Objeff* 
or  that  one  and  the  fame  Subjeff  was  handled  in 
different  Conclufions.  The  Subject,  in  the  pre- 
fent  Cafe,  was  the  Migration  of  the  Soul  from 
one  Body  to  another.  One  way  of  teaching  it 
was  by  a  Migration  by  Pumfioment\  the  other  a 
Migration  by  pure  Necejfity.  Here  then  we  have 

given 


[  243  ] 

given  us,  the  fame  Doflrint)  under  two  different 
Confiderations. 

"  Or  //,  fays  the  Doctor,  you  fay  that  the 
"  Tranfmigration  by  Necejfity  was  not  a  Tranfmi- 
"  gration^  but  Rejufion  of  the  Soul, — this  will  be 
46  fo  far  from  being  the  fame  Doctrine,  that  it 
44  will  be  quite  another"  What  would  this  learn 
ed  Doctor  be  at  ?  Whence  does  he  imagine  any 
one  will  fay  that  the  phyfical  Migration  and  Re- 
fufion  of  the  Soul  were  one  and  the  fame  thing  ? 
have  they  not  all  along  in  this  Controverfy  been 
confider'd  as  very  feparate  and  diftinct  States  ? 
The  thing  afTerted  in  the  D.  L.  is,  that  the  Soul 
after  Death  was  to  migrate  fucceffively  from  one 
Body  to  another  for  a  certain  Period  •,  and  was 
after  this  to  be  refolved  into  the  divine  Suftance. 
*c  I  muft  alk  here  (continues  the  Doctor)  which 
4C  was  the  popular,  and  which  was  the  fcientificai 
"  Manner  of  handling  the  Doctrine  of  Tranf- 
"  migration  ?  The  Anfwer,  I  fuppofe,  will  be, 
"  the  Tranfmigration  for  Punifhment,  held  on 
"  the  Score  of  Utility,  was  the  Popular.  What 
4<  then  was  the  fcientificai  Manner  of  handling 
"  the  fame  Doctrine  ?  The  Anfwer  muft  be,  that 
*c  there  was  no  Tranfmigration  at  all."  p.  13. 
Pray,  Sir,  anfvver  for  yourfelf ;  You  will  find  you 
will  have  enough  to  do :  And  let  me  tell  my  own 
Story.  I  will  allure  you,  I  (hall  make  no  fuch 
Anfwer.  But  mall  tell  you  plainly  that  the  fecret 
Doctrine  taught  a  Tranfmigration,  which  was 
not  fufpofed  to  have  any  moral  Purpofe  and 


Hence  then  (fays  he)  one  muft  conclude, 
"  that  no  'Tranfmigration^  (he  mould  have  added, 
"  with  Ptinijhment}  and  a  Tranfmigration  for 
"  Punijhment)  were  one  and  the  fame  Do^frine^ 
*6  handled  differently.*5  p.  13.  And  where  would 

be 
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be  the  Harm,  if  you  did  ?  Was  not  your  Difpute 
with  Dr.  Dwells  about  one  and  the  fame  Doctrine, 
the  Dottrine  of  Devils  ?  He  thought  the  Devil 
was  in  the  Scripture  Demoniacs;  and,  (if  that 
would  make  more  Doctrines  than  one)  perhaps, 
in  you  too,  for  denying  it.  You  thought  the 
Demoniacs  were  no  Demoniacs.  Thefe,  I  fuppofe, 
you  will  grant  were  only  different  Explanations 
of  the  fame  Doctrine.  For  the  Scripture  Doctrine 
of  Demoniacs,  was  the  Queftion.  Be  but  fo  good 
then  as  to  allow  Mr.  W.  the  fame  Latitude  of 
Exprefiion,  in  ufing  Dottrine  for  the  Subject  in 
queftion  j  and  you  would  give  much  Eafe  both  to 
yourfelf  and  your  Reader.  For  it  muft  needs  be 
ungrateful  to  you  both  to  keep  a  poor  miferable 
Sophifm  fo  long  upon  the  Stretch. 

Again :  He  tells  me,  "  I  fhould  remember 
«*  that  this  phyfical  Migration  was  ftill  a  conti- 
"  nued  Life."  p.  15.  But  how  does  this  fhew 
any  Abfurdity  in  my  Reafoning,  or  at  all  affect 
it  ?  Do  1  not  all  along  fuppofe  that  the  Soul  was 
to  live*  during  the  Courfe  of  thefe  Migrations  ? 
If  the  Doctor  would  fpeak  to  the  Purpofe,  let 
him  mew  that  it  was  to  live  in  a  State  of  future 
Rewards  and  Punifhments. 

"  Pythagoras  (fays  he)  might  give  this  Tranf- 
<c  migration  to  pure  Necefiity,  and  yet  think  it. 
<c  confident  with  moral  Defignation."  p.  15,  i& 
But  where  was  the  Difference  between  the  common 
Transmigration  and  that  of  Pythagoras,  if  the 
Jail  had  a  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign  ?  Or  how 
could  Diogenes  Laertius  mean  to  diftinguifli  it 
from  the  other,  by  calling  it  a  Tranfmigration 
ly  Neceffity,  if  it  was  fuppofed  to  include  a  moral 
View,  as  well  as  the  other  ? 

He   (Pythagoras}    tells  us   of   a    conflant 
of  things,  and  of  Souls  migrating  in- 
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"  to  Beafts,  and  Birds  and  other  Forms.  Sup- 
"  pofe  now  that  he  meant  by  the  conflant  Change 
"  and  Succeflion  of  things  of  the  World  no 
"  more  than  an  eftabli/h*d  Order  of  Providence^ 
"  which  appointed  things  to  go  on  in  this  Man- 
"  ner, — then  thefe  two  Opinions  of  a  future 
"  State  may  not  be  repugnant,  but  confiflent" 
p.  1 6. 

Ay,  but  hold  a  little,  I  may  chufe  whether 
I  will  allow  our  Doctor  to  fuppofe  any  fuch 
thing.  And,  this  by  the  faireft  Laws  of  Dif- 
putation  ;  becaufe  it  is  fuppofing  the  very  thing 
in  Difpute.  And  I  am  not  at  prefent  in  an  Hu 
mour  to  give  him  more  than  his  Due.  And  his 
telling  me  what  he  intends  to  do  with  it,  will  be 
no  great  Inducement  to  my  Compliance.  For  he 
fays,  that,  on  this  Suppofition,  he  will  mew  thefe 
two  Opinions  of  a  future  State  to  be  confident » 
or  in  other  Words,  If  I  will  be  fo  kind  to  grant 
him,  what  he  cannot  prove,  that  the  Metempfy- 
chofis  of  Pythagoras  had  a  moral  Purpofe  and 
Defign,  he  will  then  prove  againft  me,  what  at 
prefent  he  is  forced  to  take  for  granted,  that  it 
was  not  merely  Phyfical c. 

Se£t. 

c  Another  Argument,  alledged  to  {hew,  that  thefe  Migra 
tions  had  a  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign,  is,  "  that  they  might, 
"  in  the  Notion  of  Pythagoras^  be  confident  with  the  Soul's 
;*  Return  at  la  ft  into  God,  after  it  has  undergone  thefe  va- 
"  rious  Changes.''  p.  1 6.  Who  ever  pretended  to  fay  that 
thefe  two  Notions  were  not  confiltent  ?  Or  that  the  Soul  was 
not  to  be  refolved  into  the  divine  Subftance,  when  thefe  Mi 
grations  were  over  ?[But  how  will  this  prove,  that  thefe  Migra 
tions  had  a  moral  Purpofe  and  Defign  ? 

But,  "  fuppofing,  fays  the  Doctor,  that  there  is  a  real  Op- 
"  pofition  between  this  Metempfychofis  and  the  Doftrjne  of 
"  future  Punifhments  j  yet  the  Philofophers  might  not  fee  it." 
p.  1 5.  To  this  I  reply,  it  is  a  plain  Fact  that  they  really  did 
fee  it,  becaufe  they  reprefent  this  Tranfmigration,  as  incon- 
with  th'e  Belief  of  future  Punifhments, 

Again ; 
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Seft.  4.  We  will  go  to  the  Stoics  for  a  Fourth 
Inftance :  As  to  the  Refufion  of  the  Sou],  we  have 
ihe.wn  that  they  fuppofed  it  to  be  a  State  of  mere 

Infen- 

Again  :  "  Pythagoras  fays,  Souls  a/ways  live,  which  could 
"  .not  be,  if  the  Refufion  into  God  implied  a  State  of  Infen- 
**  fibility,"  p.  16.  This,  Ifuppofe,  is  urged  to  fhevv  that  the 
Refufion  of  the  Soul  into  the  divine  Subftance  was  not-tode- 
ftroy  its  perfonal  and  diftinft  Exigence,  To  which  I  may  an- 
fwer,  that  this  Notion  of  the  Refufion,  whether  it  be  true  or 
falfe,  is  of  no  Confequence  to  the  main  Point  we  are  here  de 
bating.  We  are  only  inqui  ing  what  Pythagoras  thought  of 
tfye  Soul,  during  the  Time  of  ir.s  Migrations  from  one  Body 
to  another  ;  during  the  Interval  between  Death  and  the 
time,  when  it  was  to  be  refolved  into  the  divine  Subftance. 

I  will  juil  take  Notice  of  fome  remarkable  PafTages  in  the 
fourteenth  Page.  "  The  popular  Notion  of  a  future  State  taught 
"  by  Pythagoras  was,  that  Tranfmigration  was  for  Punilh- 
"  ment ;  that  a  Coward's  Soul  was  to  pafs  into  a  Woman's 
"  Body,  &c.  This,  it  feemr.,  Pythagoras  did  not  believe. 
"  But  hew  will  this  be  proved"  Hovu  proved,  does  he  fay  ? 
Why,  as  all  paft  Fac"b  are,  or  fhould  be  proved,  by  good 
credible  Evidence.  And,  of  this,  we  have  the  beft,  if  that 
will  fatisfy  him,  the  ancient  Tinneus,  who  exprefsly  fays, 
that  all  this  was  a  mere  Ficlion,  and  inculcated  only  in  order: 
to  reftrain  the  Populace  from  Vice. 

"  We  have,  from  Ovid,  Words  given  to  Pythagoras  him- 
"  felf  j  and  it  is  certain  (this  Author  tells  us  fo)  that  they  con- 
*'  tain  his  Notion."  If  this  was  faid  to  fupport  what  I  con 
tend  for,  it  might  have  been  done  with  fomething  more  In 
genuity  :  If  it  was  faid  to  confute  me,  he  has  firange  ill  Luck ; 
for,  to  ufe  his  own  Words,  Can  any  ens,  not  wilfully,  blind  help 
feeing,  that  Pythagoras  could  not  believe  the  moral  Account  of 
a  future  State,  if  thefe  Words  contained  his  real  Notion  ? 

But  does  not  Ovid  fay,  "  the  Soul  is  to  live  after  it  is  gone 
"  out  of  the  Body?"  To  which  I  reply,  the  Queftion  is 
whether  it  was  to  live  in  a  State  of  Rewards  or  Punimments. 
He  afks  again,  "  How  is  it  poiF.ble  to  prove  that  Pythagoras 
"  did  not  believe  what  he  here  fays  ? "  But  againft  whom  is  he 
djfputing  ?  Do  I  not  all  along  affirm  that  Pythagoras  did  be 
lieve  it  ?  Does  not  my  Argument  receive  its  whole  Force 
from  this  very  Suppofition  ? 

"  His  Account  of  his  cvun  TranJ 'migration,  (fays  the  Doftor) 
«'  his  Affurance  that  the  Soul  was  always  the  fame,  &c.  fhevv 
"  the  Reafon  of  his  rejecting  the  common  Opinion  of  a  fu- 
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Infenfibility.  It  is  however  allowed  on  all  Hands, 
that  this  was  the  fecret  Doctrine  with  regard  to 
a  future.  State.  If  fo,  muft  not  the  private  have 
been  directly  oppofite  and  repugnant  to  the  pub 
lic  Teaching  ?  The  one  mentions  a  future  State 
with  Rewards  and  Punifhments  ;  the  other  a  fu 
ture  State  without  them.  t)o  we  not  again  meet 
with  contrary  Proportions  ?  Was  it  pofllble  for 
the  Philofophers  in  this  Cafe,  not  to  fay  one  thing 
and  think  another  ? 

To* this  the  Doctor .-.replies ;  "  I  do  not  think 
"  myfelf  concerned  to  explain  what  the  Stoics -f 
**'  meant  by,  being  remixed  in  the  divine  Nature^ 
<c  or  returning  into  the  whole ,"  p.  17. .    It  is  dif 
ficult  to  know  what  one  of  thefe  Anfvverers  does* 

**  ture  State."  What  was  hjs  Account  of  his  ownTranfmi- 
gration  ?  That  he  had  been  firft  JEtbalides*  the  Son  of  Mer 
cury  -,  and,  having  got  leave  of  that  God  to  beg  whatever  he 
pleafed,  he  afked  to  remember  his  feveral  Tranfmigrations. 
Sometime  after  he  wmEuphorbns,  then  Hermotimus,  then  a 
JFiftierman  of  Deks  named  Pyrrbus,  and  lall  of  all  Pythagoras , 
with  the  Memory  of  all  thefe  things,  and  what  he  had  fuf- 
fered  in  Hell,  and  what  other  Souls  fuffer  there.  Was  this 
rejecting  the  common  Account  of  a  firure  State  ?  Why,  it  was 
the  very  common  Account  itfelf. 

The  Doctor,  in  this  very  P<Tge,  aflerts,  that  Pythagoras  re- 
jecled  the  Notion  of  Styx,  and  all  the  ether  Figments  of  the 
Poets,  and  fiibllituted  in  their  room  another  Doclrine  of  a 
future  State.  He  rejected  all  the  Figments  of  the  Poets.  And 
for  what  ?  to  fubllitute  in  himfelf,  if  you  will  credit  our 
profound  Doctor,  the  Belief  of  a  Figment  of  his  own.  I 
mean  of  his  own  adopting.  For  in  reality  it  was  one  of  thefe 
very  Figments  of  the  Poets  from  which  our  Doctor  woiild 
withdraw  it,  and  fet  it  in  Oppofition  to  them. 

Lailly  he  fays,  that  Pythagoras  made  an  Innovation  and 
Refinement  in  the  common  Doctrine  of  a  future  State ;  and 
this  by  introducing  the.  Metcmpfychoiis.  Pythagoras  muft 
therefore  have  invented  either  the  moral  or  the  phyfical  No 
tion  on  this  Point.  Now  the  moral  was  known  long  before 
his  time,  he  muft  therefore  be  Author  of  the pfyfaa/.  And 
thus  in  good  time,  the  Doctor  and  I  are  agreed* 
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or  does  not,  think  himfelf  concerned  to  do.  And 
more  difficult,  ftill,  to  underftand  him,  when  he 
has  done  it.  Otherwife  I  Ihould  think  it  hard 
that  he  will  neither  anfwer  the  mod  efifential  Ar 
ticles  of  my  Defenfe,  nor  yet  give  up  the  Point. 
"  Only  this  (fays  he)  I  Would  obferve,  that  Py- 
<c  thagords  conceived  the  Soul  to  live,  notwith- 
"  {landing  his  Notion  of  the  Refufion  of  it  into 
"  God."  Notwithftanding)  does  he  fay  ?  Why 
this  very  Refufion  fuppofed  Life.  Matter* is  a 
dead,  and  Spirit,  a  living  Subftance  ;  according 
to  them,  difcerped  from  the  Fountain  of  Life. 
This  difcerped  Portion  had  Life  before  its  fepa- 
rate  Existence,  and  muft  have  Life  after  it.  The 
Queftion  then  is  not  whether  the  Soul  always 
lives  •,  but  whether  it  always  lives  in  a  dijlintt  Ex* 
iftence.  Could  he  bring  Pythagoras  faying  this, 
it  had  been  to  the  Purpofe. — But  our  Doctor's 
Criticifm  is  as  bad  as  his  Philofophy.  He  thus 
proves  that  Pythagoras  faid  "  Souls  always  live." 

Morte  carent  animae,  femperque,  priore  relidla 
Sede,novisdomibusvivunt,  habitantque  receptse. 

He  takes  the  Word  femper  in  the  moft  ftrict 
and  rigorous  Senfe.  And  now  fee  the  Confe- 
quence  \  he  muft  of  ,Courfe  confine  the  Soul  to 
thefe  Migrations,  from  one  Body  to  another, 
during  tbe  whole  Period  of  its  Being.  On  this 
Suppofition  it  was  never  to  be  refolved  into  the 
divine  Subftance ;  how  then  will  he  prove  that 
it  was  to  live  after  this  Refufion  ? 

But  fuppofing  the  Stoical  Notion  of  a  Refufion 
was  inconliftent  with  the  Belief  of  a  future  State, 
"  it  muft  (he  fays)  be  proved  that  the  Stoics  f aw 
"  this  Repugnancy  before  you  can  infer  that  they 
<c  openly  held  one  Do6lrine,  and  privately  be- 
"  lie ved  another."  p.  18.  But  now,  what  have 
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I  been  doing,  if  I  have  not  fhewn  that  they  not 
only  clearly  and  fully  faw  this  Inconfiftency,  but 
even  contended  for  it ;  urging  this  Refufion  as  a 
Proof  that  the  Soul  was  no  longer  to  remain  a  fe- 
parate  and  diftinct  Exiftence  ?  And  what  was  he 
doing,  if  he  did  not  fee  this  ?  Doing  ?  Why  he 
was  anfivering. 

Page  19.  he  afks,  <c  Whether  thefe  repugnant 
ct  Dodrines  are  maintained  by  the  fame  Perfons, 
"  or  by  Different  ones."  Next  to  the  egregious 
Impertinence  of  this  Queftion,  would  be  the  an- 
fwering  it.  Let  us  think  then  we  only  hear  old 
Mother  Chicane  in  her  Dotage;  and  proceed. 
"  But  this  (fays  the  Doctor)  might  be  owing  to 
"  want  of  Accuracy,  Rant,  CarelefTnefs,  change 
"  of  Sentiment,  and  not  to  the  double  Doctrine.'* 
As  well  as  he  loves  his  Philofophers,  I  believe  he 
would  give  them  every  Sin  in  the  Decalogue  to 
charge  it  upon,  fo  he  could  keep  off  the  'Double 
~Do£lrine.  But  I  will  mew  him  prefently,  that, 
even  upon  his  own  Principles,  this  Refufion  was 
a  private  and  hidden  Doctrine. 

But  the  Language  of  the  Stoics  on  this  Article 
is  fo  very  dark  and  myfterious,  that,  in  the  Opi 
nion  of  the  Doctor,  "  it  is  very  hard  to  fay  what 
"  they  meant."  19,20.  Was  this,  now,  a  Fact, 
what  plainer  Account  could  be  given  of  the  Caufe 
of  it  than  the  Ufe  of  the  double  Ttoftrine  ?  And 
for  this  very  Reafon,  not  to  mince  the  Matter,  I 
fufpect  the  Doctor  himfelf  of  the  double  Doffrine. 
Nor  let  this  offend  him  •,  for  I  know  no  other 
way  of  faving  his  Credit  than  by  iuppofing  thefe 
Pamphlets  to  be  in  the  Number  of  his  Exoterics. 
However,  as  dark  and  myfterious  as  the  Stoical 
Language  may  appear  to  him^  I  have  fhewn  that 
feveral  Writers  of  the  firft  Name  thought  it  very 
plain  and  eafy  ;  that  they  underftood  it  in  the 
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very  Senfe  I  here  contend  for.  And,  what  is  more, 
I  have  proved,  by  numerous Teftimonies,  that  they 
underftood  it  rightly.  And  does  the  Doctor 
fancy,  his  thread-bare  faying  that  the  Language 
of  the  Stoics  is  dark  and  myfterious  is  a  fufficient 
Anfwer  to  all  this  ?  The  darker  the  better,  me- 
thinks,  for  fuch  a  Writer,  whofe  Talent  lies  not 
in  confuting  what  his  Adverfary  does  fay  •,  but  in 
making  him  fay,  what  he  thinks  he  can  confute. 
If  then  a  Writer  fo  fond  of  Controverfy,  and  fo 
framed  for  groping  in  the  Dark,  leaves  me  in 
JPolTefTion  of  all  my  Facts  and  Teftimonies,  I  can 
think  but  of  one  Reafon  for  his  Forbearance. 

But  to  come  to  his  capital  Objection  ;  "  How 
ct  (fays  he)  does  it  appear  that  the  Refufion  of 
"  the  Soul  was  the  ftcret  Doftrine  with  Regard 
"  to  a  future  State,  when  this  Notion  is  pullt/hed 
56  openly  in  their  Books,  and  made  no  Secret  of? 
4C  Or  which  way  fhall  we  diftinguifli  afecret  Do- 
"  6lrine  from  an  open  one,  if  both  are  equally 
"  pubiifhed  in  their  Books?"  p.  18.  Again: 
"  Was  it  then  (the  Refufion)  a  fecret  Doctrine* 
"  and  yet  openly  avowed  in  all  their  Books  ? 
"  And  JiHffijJtiv  publickly  declared  by  them  all? 
"  Could  a  Doctrine  be  more  properly  vulgar, 
"  than  to  have  it  divulged  in  all  their  Books  ? 
"  Strange  Secret !  that  every  Body  knew,  and 
"  that  every  Body  was  let  into,  and  every  Book- 
"  feller's  Shop  contained  a  full  Account  of." 
p.  20. 

As  to  the  metaphyfical  Principle,  which 
teaches  that  the  Soul  is  truly  and  properly  a 
Part  of  God  ;  that  it  was  taken  from  him,  and 
will  be  again  abforbed  and  refolved  into  him  ;  I 
did  indeed  offer  it  as  a  private  Notion,  imagining 
that  I  had  the  Doctor's  Leave  to  do  fo :  As  he 
himfelf  has  confidered  it  in  the  very  fame  Light. 

For 
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For  what  does  he  make  the  fecret  Doctrine  of  the 
Sod  ?  Why,  'tis  a  "  deep,  fubtile,  metaphyfica), 
"  abflrufe  Notion"  on  this  Point.  Now  what 
"  deep,  fubtile,  metaphyfical,  abftrufe  Notion'4 
of  the  Soul  was  there  befides  that  I  am  here  ex 
plaining f?  In  another  Place  , he  tells  us  "  the 
**  pbilofophic  Notion  was  that  all  things  arofe 
*'  from  one,  and  would  be  refohed  into  om 
"  again**.  I  do  not  apprehend  (fays  he)  tha£ 
1 '  the  People  of  the  Jews,  or  any  oiber  Nation* 
cc  enter'd  into  the  pbilofophical  Notion  of  the 
"  Soul's  returning  into  God,  or  into  the  TO  ?v  or 
"  TO  srtfv,  or  whatever  Whims  much  later  Ages 
"  than  what  we  are  now  fpeaking  of  produced." 
Examination,  p.  52.  He  is,  I  hope,  fenfible  by 
this  time,  that  I  have  all  along  been  arguing  on 
his  own  Conceffions  j  that  I  have  only  been  in- 
forcing  an  Argument  ad  hominem.  It  is  then  a 

f  Sykefs  Examination,  p  86.  102.  &c.  Connexion  of 
Nat.  and  Reveal.  Religion,  p.  393.  "  If  he  treated  a  Subject 
'*'  efoterically,  he  treated  it  according  to  the  ftridl  Reafoite 
<(  of  things,  according  to  the  Nature  of  the  Soul;  in  fhort,  ac- 
'*  cording  to  the  Rules  of  the  move  profound  KnAfubtile  Philo- 
"  ibphy,  in  which  efoteric  Do  Urines  conjifted?'  Examination^ 
p.  100.  "  Notions  of  the  more  abjlruje  and  profound  Philofo- 
**  phy,  fuch  as  are  properly  e/oterica/.*'  pag.  102.  Vid.  too  p. 
103.  4,  6.  Now  does  it  not  appear  from  all  thefe  Characters 
and  Defcriptions  of  the  fecret  Dodrine,  that  the  metaphyfical 
Speculations  of  the  Philofophers  about  the  Soul  were  fo  many- 
hidden  and  private  Notions  ?  Thefc  taught  that  the  Soul  was 
of  the  very  fame  Nature  and  Subftance  with  God,  truly  and 
properly  a  Part  of  him,  aclually  difcerped  from  him  and  would 
again  be'refolved  into  him.  Now  are  not  thefe  very  fubtile 
abftraft  and  profound  Doctrines  ?  Do  they  not  treat  the  Soul 
according  to  the  molt  fubtile  and  profound  Philofophy  ?  are 
they  not  therefore,  by  his  own  Definition,  private  and  efoteric 
Notions  ? 

%  In  his  Connexion,  &c.  p.  363.  &V.  he  gives  this  as  the 
metaphyfical  and  phtlofophic  Notion  of  the  Soul.  It  was  there^ 
fore,  even  upon  his  own  Principles,  the  urivat*  Notion. 
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Point  agreed  between  us,  that  this  Refufion  was 
a  private  Doctrine.  Whatever  therefore  the  Do 
ctor  urges  to  prove  the  Negative,  will  have  the 
fame  Force  againft  his  own  Hypothefis  as  againft 
mine.  It  is  equally  incumbent  on  him,  as  on  me, 
to  (hew  that  this  was  really  and  actually  a  private 
Doctrine.  If  this  open  Publication,  as  he  calls  it, 
makes  any  thing  againft  my  Notion,  how  can  it 
pofllbly  fupport  his  ? 

2.  The  Difficulty  does  not  reft  here  :  It  is  eafy 
to  point  out  other  Principles,  which  are  clearly 
and  fully  mentioned  by  ancient  Writers,  and  yet 
the  Doctor  himfelf  will  confefs  that  they  were 
private  and  hidden  Notions.  "  Plato  thought 
"  there  were  fome  Truths  which  it  was  not  ft  the 
<c  People  Jhould  know;  e,  g.  that  the  World  is 
4C  not  to  be  intruded  with  the  true  Notion  of  God. 
"  Sctevola  in  like  manner  thought,  that  the  Peo- 
<c  pie  were  not  to  be  intrufted  with  the  Secret  that 
<c  Hercules,  ^Efculapius,  C  aft  or,  Pollux,  were  not 
"  Gods,  but  had  been  mortal  Men."  Exam.  p. 
127.  Let  me  then  afk  the  Doctor,  does  not 
Plato,  do  not  a  thoufand  Authors  of  Antiquity, 
mention  this  very  Notion  of  the  true  God  in  their 
Writings  ?  Does  not  Sctevola,  do  not  many  of 
the  moft  celebrated  Writers  in  the  old  World, 
explain  and  open  in  their  Books  this  Secret  with 
regard  to  the  popular  or  Hero  Gods  ? 

I  may  add  here,  that  thefe  two  Doctrines  were 
the  very  Secret  of  the  great  Myfteries ;  no  Body 
therefore,  I  prefume,  will  imagine  that  thefe 
were  popular  and  common  Notions. — It  is  then 
notorious  and  allowed  on  all  Hands,  that  thefe 
two  were  fecret  and  hidden  Notions  •,  this  is  evi 
dent  from  the  Doctor's  own  Conceflion  -,  from 
the  Teftimonies  of  Plato,  Scxvola,  &c.  I  muft 
therefore  call  upon  him  to  explain,  whence  it 

comes 
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comes  that  they  are  pnblifhed  in  the  Writings  of 
the  Ancients  ?  Any  clear  Solution  that  he  fliall 
pleafe  to  afford  us  of  this  Difficulty,  will  equally 
ferve  to  give  us  an  Account,  why  the  Refujion 
too  might  be  confidered  as  a  private  Doctrine, 
and  yet  be  actually  inferted  in  the  ancient  Wri 
tings. 

And  here  I  could  wifh  the  Doctor  would  look 
about  him,  and  confider  what  Sort  of  Argument 
he  is  employing  :  If  it  proves  againft  me  that  the 
Refufion  was  no  fecret  Doctrine,  it  will  with 
equal  Force  prove  the  fame  againft  himfelf. 
What  indeed  will  it  not  prove  ?  It  will  prove 
that  the  very  Secrets  of  the  Myfteries,  the  No 
tion  of  the  one  God,  &c .  were  all  public  and  open 
Doctrines. 

To  confider  it  again  in  another  View.  The 
good  Doctor  is  puzzled  to. account  for  this  ancient 
Management,  that  the  fecret  and  hidden  Doffrines 
of  the  Phllofophers  Jhould  be  puUickly  avowed  in 
their  Writings  which  lay  open  in  every  Bookfeller's 
Shop.  Yet  if  his  Word  may  be  taken,  he  has 
himfelf  fupplied  us  with  the  Solution  of  his  own 
Difficulty  5  for  of  the  Stoics  he  fays,  that  their 
Language  is  fo  very  dark  and  myfterious,  that  it  is 
very  hard  to  fay  what  they  meant.  We  find  then 
the  efoteric  Doctrine  might  be  well  intrufted  to 
Bookfellers  Shops,  nay  even  to  the  Doctor's  own 
Study,  and  no  body  the  wifer  for  it. 

3.  But  again,  the  Suppofition,  on  which  the 
Doctor  all  along  argues,  is,  that  no  Principle 
could  be  publifhed  in  the  Writings  of  the  An 
cients,  and  yet  efcape  the  Knowledge  of  the  Vul 
gar.  I  have  juft  fhewn  that  this  is  ftrangely  in- 
confiftent  with  the  very  Account  which  he  him 
felf  gives  of  the  fecret  Doctrines.  I  will  now 
fhew  that  it  plainly  contradicts  what  the  beft  Wri- 
•  R  3  ters 
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ters  of  Antiquity  havefaid  on  this  Subject.  When 
Plato  opens  and  explains  the  true  Notion  of  God, 
did  he  defign  this  for  the  Information  of  the  Peo 
ple,  and  yet  declare  that  the  People  were  not  to  be 
intrufted  with  it?  When  Sc<*vo!a  fays  that  the 
Populace  was  not  to  be  acquainted  with  the  true 
and  real  Origin  of  the  Hero  Gods,  is  it  pofllble 
to  conceive  he  intended  that  this  very  Paffage 
ihould  come  to  the  Knowledge  of  the  Vulgar  ? 
When  Cicero  exprefsly  fays  that  the  Points  dif- 
cufTed  in  his  Books  could  not  be  debated  before 
the  People,  will  any  one  fuppofe  that  he  would 
fuffer  thefe  very  Books  to  be  in  the  Hands  of  the 
People ;  to  lie  on  every  Bookfeller's  Sfall,  open 
and  expofed  to  all  who  would  chufe  to  read 
them  h  ? 

Galen 

h  Intelligebat  Cicero  falfa  efle,  quae  homines  adorarent ; 
ram  cum  multa  dixifiet,  quae  ad  everiionem  religionum  vale- 
rent,  ait  tamen,  nonejje  illa<vulgo  difputanda.^  ne  fufccpt  as  pub- 
lice  religiones  difputatio  talis  extinguat.  Lactantius  Di<v.  /«/?.2,3» 
And  here  let  the  Doctor  turn  to  Plato,  Sc<c<vt>la,  and  Cicero, 
and  queftion  them  with  the  fame  Infolence  of  Superiority  that  he 
does  me.  "  Were  thefe  then  fecret  Doctrines,  and  yet  openly 
"  avowed  in  your  Writings  ?  Could  Doctrines  be  more  pro- 
"  perly  vulgar,  than  to  have  them  divulged  in  your  Wri- 
"  tings?  Strange  Secrets  f  that  every  Body  knew,  and  that 
•'  every  Body  was  let  into,  and  every  Bookfeller's  Shop  con- 
"  tained  a  full  Account  of."  Would  this  be  deemed  good 
Reafoning  again  ft  Plato,  Sc&vo/a,  and  Cicero  ?  if  not,  what 
is  it  to  the  Purpofe  of  our  prefent  Argument  ? 

In  another  Place,  fpeaking  of  the  Refufion,  he  fays,  "  Do 
"  not  the  Stoics  openly  in  their  Books  own  this  Doctrine  ?  does 
"  not  Seneca,  does  not  Antoninus  publicly  teach  it?  it  is  pub- 
"  li/bed  in  their  Books,  and  their  Books  were  common  to 
"  all."  p.  17- 

But,  let  me  aflc  in  my  Turn,  whence  did  the  Doctor  learn 
that  Antoninus  defigned  his  Meditations  for  the  Public,  and  did 

not  compofe  them  for  his  own  Ufe  ? 1  had  brought  too  two 

Paflages  from  two  of  Seneca's  Epiftles  with  regard  to  this  very 
Point.  And  whence  does  the  Doctor  know  that  Seneca  pub- 
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Galen  and  Clemens  of  Alexandria  ,  both  inform 
us  that  the  Philofophers  defigned  fome  Books  for 
their  DifcipJes  on]y  and  felect  Friends.  Does  the 
Doctor  admit  this  Diftinction  ?  If  he  does,  upon 
what  grounds  does  he  infer,  that  whatever  was 
publifhed,  was  publifhed  to  every  Body.  And  if 
Books  might  be  publifhed,  and  yet  not  publifhed 
to  every  Body,  what  becomes  of  the  Argument  I 
am  here  examining  ? 

What  will  our  Do6lor  fay  to  the  Verfes  of  Par- 
menides  ?  Do  not  the  Ancients  themfelves  tell  us, 
that  when  he  addreffed  himfelf  to  the  Multitude, 
he  was  forced  to  deliver  a  quite  oppofite  and  con 
trary  Doctrine  ?  But  what  occ^fion  for  this,  if  the 
People  had  been  actually  pofTefTed  of  the  Princi 
ples  laid  down  in  thefe  Verfes  ? 

As  to  the  philofophical  or  fecret  Notion  of  a 
future  State,  the  Doctor  himfelf  is  pleafed  to  af- 
fert  that  it  excludes  the  Notion  of  Styx,  Acheron^ 
&c.  (Exam.  p.  99.)  and,  I  dare  fay,  he  will  not 
deny,  that  this  Exclulion  is  often  mentioned  in 
the  Writings  of  the  old  Philofophers. 

Where  then  is  the  Difference  between  the  Do- 
dor  and  myfelf  ?  Does  not  he  fuppofe  that  the  fe 
cret  Doctrine  of  a  future  State  is  publifhed  ift  the 
Books  of  the  Ancients,  as  well  as  I  ?  If  then  it  be 
faid  that  the  Philofophers  would  not  infert  a  pri 
vate  Notion  in  their  Writings,  the  Doctor  him 
felf  is  as  much  obliged  to  reconcile  and  explain 

limed  thefe  Epiftles  to  all  the  World?  Does  he  not  remember 
the  Paffage,  in  which  Seneca  himfelf  declares  that  he  praclifed 
the  double  Doctrine  on  this  Subject.  D.  L.  vol.  i.  p.  346,  7. 

With  refpect  to  thefe  two  Writers,  I  muft  inform  the  Do 
ctor,  that  the  true  Notion  of  God  is  fometimes  mentioned  in 
their  Books  :  But  will  he  infer  from  hence,  in  direct  Contra 
diction  to  his  own  Hypothecs,  that  this  was  a  public  Do- 
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this  as  I  am  ;  it  is  his  Bufmefs  to  fupply  me  with 
a  proper  Anfwer  to  this  Objection,  as  his  own 
Hypothefis  cannot  (land  without  one. 

But  after  all,  this  is  a  mere  imaginary  Diffi 
culty;  and  arifing,  as  moft  Difficulties  of  this 
Nature  do,  from  an  utter  Ignorance  of  Anti 
quity.  It  is  fad  that  at  this  time  of  Day,  he  muft 
be  told,  that  in  early  Antiquity  the  forwarded 
Writer  or  mod  enterprifing  Bookfeller  never  had 
fuch  a  Thought  as  of  a  general  Publication  to  fur- 
nifh  Shops  and  Warehoufes.  If  a  Man  wrote 
any  thing  for  the  People,  thofe  who  would  might 
take  a  Copy  of  it  :  If,  only  a  Word  to  the  Wife^ 
it  was  communicated  under  the  Seal  of  Secrecy. 
As  to  thofe  Works,  which  were  fit  neither  for 
one  nor  the  other,  they  came  and  went  unob- 
ferved  juft  as  the  Doctor's  Pamphlets  do  now. 
And  where  is  the  difficulty  in  all  this  *  ? 

CHAP. 

i  I  muft  take  Notice  of  two  things  with  regard  to  the  double 
Doctrines,  i .  I  do  not  imagine,  it  was  ever  exerciied  in  fo 
conftant  and  uniform  a  manner,  that  the  private  Notions  were 
never  difclofed,  or  came  to  the  Knowledge  of  the  People.  Em- 
pedocles  and  feveral  others  are  upon  Record  for  having  pub-t 
Jiih'd  and  divulged  them,  contrary  to  the  general  and  common 
Cuflom  of  thofe  Times. 

2.  As  the  Times  grew  more  licentious  and  corrupt,  they 
were  concealed  with  lefs  Care  and  Circumfpeclion-  than  before. 
C&far  indeed  ventured  to  declare  againft  a  future  State  in  full 
Senate  ;  and  the  moft  fober  Writers  of  tha*;  Age  took  greater 
Freedoms  in  ridiculing  the  national  Religion  than  would  have 
been  allowed  in  better  Times.  However  we  are  not  to  ima 
gine  that  the  double  Doctrine  was  intirely  laid  afide.  Cicero, 
in  one  of  his  philofophical  Difcourfes,  takes  great  Pains  to  ri 
dicule  and  expofe  the  popular  Divinities;  but  then  he  declares 
that  he  would  not  have  ufed  the  fame  Liberty  in  public,  or  have 
made  the  fame  Declarations  before  the  People.  Seneca,  long 
after  this,  laughs  very  freely  at  the  Religion  of  his  Country, 
and  yet  inculcates  a  conftant  Adherence  to  its  Rites  as  the  Duty 
of  alj  good  Citizens.  Qua;  omnia  fapiens  fervabit,  tanquam  le- 
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CHAP.    XIV. 

The  other  Inftances  alledged  in  tbefirft  Edition 
vindicated  from  the  Exceptions  of  Dr.  Sykes. 


L 


E  T  us  proceed  to  my  fifth  Inftance.     We 
have  fliewn  in  the  foregoing  Sheets  that  the 


gibus  juffa,  non  tanquam  diis  grata. Omnem  iftam  ignobi- 

lem  Deorum  tui  bam,  quam  lor.go  sevo,  longa  fuperftitio  con- 
geffit,  fie  adorabimus,  ut  men,inerimus  cultum  ejus  magis  ad 
morem,  quam  ad  rem  pertinere.  Auguftin  De  C.  D.  vi.  10. 
\Vould  he  thus  prefs  and  recommend  the  Obierv?.nce  of  the 
public  Religion,  while  he  himfelf  confidered  it  as  a  mere  Fic 
tion,  unlefs  he  had  ftill  pradlifed  the  double  Do&rine,  or  held 
it  lawful  to  fay  one  thing,  when  he  thought  another  ? 

3.  It  appears  therefore  that  they  were  very  careful  tofecrete 
and  preferve  their  real  Notions  from  the  Knowledge  of  the  Peo 
ple.  And  the  very  Reafon  afiigned  for  the  Concealment  of 
thefe  Principles  does,  I  think,  hold  equally  for  the  Concealment 
of  that,  by  which  they  denied  a  future  State.  The  firft  were 
not  to  be  opened  and  difcovered,  becaufe  they  would  have 
been  very  hurtful  and  pernicious  to  the  People.  And  was  not 
the  lafl  Notion  as  improper  for  their  Information  as  the  firft 
could  pcffibly  be  ?  It  certainly  was,  becaufe  the  Ancients 
looked  upon  a  future  State  as  the  main  Bulwark  and  Support 
of  Civil  Society. 

I  have  the  Pleafure  to  find  this  Reafoning  confirmed  by  a 
Writer  exquifitely  well  Ikilled  in  the  Syftems  of  the  Ancients. 
The  learned  Bayle  colleds  many  Inilances,  in  which  they 
deny  all  future  Punifhments;  however  he  fuppofes  that  this 
Doctrine,  tbd*  publffid  in  their  Writings,  was  kept  from  the 
Knowledge  of  the  Vulgar.  Je  ne  croi  pas  que  les  ignorans 
aient  connu  ce  Syfteme,  £c.  Reponfe  du  quefiions  cTun  Provin 
cial,  vol.  iv.  p.  324. 

On  the  whole,  what  I  muft  chiefly  defire  the  Reader  to  re- 
coliecl  and  take  along  with  him,  is,  i.  That  the  double  Do- 
ftrine  was  never  praclifed  with  fo  much  Vigilance  and  Care, 
as  conftanf/y  and  at  all  times  to  keep  the  fecret  Notions  from 
the  Knowledge  of  the  People. 

2.  That  as  the  times  grew  more  degenerate,  it  would  of 
Courfe  be  exercifed  with  lefs  Caution  and  Refer ve  5  however 
the  Inftances  abovementioned  do  plainly  prove  that  it  was//'// 
pradifed. 

Ancients 


Ancients  fometimes  make  the  Soul  God ;  but  it 
s  likewife  obvious  that  they  fometimes  urge  and 
Infift  that  the  Soul  is  not  God.  Here  then  are  two 
different  Doctrines  on  the  very  fame  Subject ; 
and  is  it  not  evident  that  they  mud  of  Courfe 
proceed  on  contrary  Propofitions  ?  For  the  Fact, 
on  which  I  build  this  Argument,  I  appeal  to  the 
following  Pafiages  of  Cicero.  Mens  cujufque  is 
eft  quifque ;  non  ea  figura  quse  digito  monftrari 
poteft.  Deum  te  igitur  fcito  efle  j  fiquidem  Deus 
eft  qui  viget,  qui  fentit,  qui  meminit,  qui  provi 
der.,  qui  tam  regit  et  moderatur,  et  movet  id 
corpus,  cui  prxpofitus  eft,  quam  hunc  mundum 
ille  princeps  Deus.  Somn.  Scip.  8. 

In  his  firft  Tufculan  he  fpeaks  another  Lan 
guage,  Ergo  animus  (qui,  ut  ego  dico,  divinus)  eft, 
ut  Euripides  dicere  aiidet  Deus.  c.  26.  Do  not 
the  two  PafTages  relate  to  the  very  fame  Subject  ? 
does  not  the  lad  cenfure  and  arraign  the  Do 
ctrine  of  the  firft  ?  does  not  the  one  plainly  affert, 
and  the  other  as  plainly  deny  the  Divinity  of  the 
human  Soul  ?  Had  I  not  therefore  Reafon  to  fay 
that  the  two  Doctrines  muft  necefTarily  go  upon 
contrary  Propofitions  ? 

To  this  the  Doctor  objects  two  things,  i.  Ci 
cero  in  the  firft  PafTage  ufes  the  Word  Deus  in  a 
metaphorical  and  figurative  Senle  :  Let  him  fpeak 
for  himfelf.  "  He  fays  the  Ancients  Tometimes 
tc  make  the  Soul  God.  For  this  no  other  Inftance 
is  produced  but  a  Paffage  £/ Cicero."  p.  21.  But 
why  does  he  fay,  I  have  produced  only  one  Paf- 
fage  ?  "  We  have  {hewn  (fay  J)  in  theforego- 
"  ing  Sheets,  that  the  Ancients  fometimes  make 
<c  the  Soul  God."  When  I  refer  to  the  forego 
ing  Sheets^  muft  I  not  be  fuppofed  to  mean  the 
viith  and  viiith  Chapters  of  this  Book  ?  and  in  thefe 

I  have 
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I  have  alledged  between  twenty  and  thirty  Autho 
rities  to  prove,  that  the  Soul  was  believed  to  be 
really  and  actually  a  Part  of  God. 

In  thefe  Chapters,  I  have  proved,  by  clear  and 
undeniable  Teitimonies,  that  Plato  was  one  of 
thofe  who  entertained  this  Notion.  Now  fully  > 
in  the  Paflfage  I  have  juft  cited,  was  actually  ex 
plaining  the  Sentiments  of  Plato  on  this  very  Sub 
ject.  And  is  not  this  enough  to  fhew  that  fully 
underftood  the  Word  Deus  in  the  mod  literal  and 
ftrict  Senfc  ? 

However  to  confirm  my  Interpretation,  I  will 
offer  the  only  unexceptionable  Authority  I  can 
think  of.  He  himfelf  contends  that  Pythagoras 
held  the  Soul  to  be  truly  and  property  a  Part  of 
God  a.  He  will  allow  too  that  Pythagoras  and 
Plato  had  the  fame  Opinion  on  this  Point.  Now 
Cicero ',  in  the  Place  from  which  this  Paflage  is 
taken,  is  delivering  the  Doctrine  of  Plato  :  We 
may  therefore  prefume  that  he  calls  the  Soul  God, 
in  the  Senfe  I  have  been  eftabli  filing. 

2.  Whence,  fays  the  Doctor,  do  you  know, 
that  this  was  a  private  Doctrine  ?  Here  then  I 
muft  remind  him  that  I  was  all  the  time  urging 
a  mere  Argument  ad  hominem  ;  that  I  was  rea- 

a  Connexion  of  Natural  and  Rev  ealed  Religion.  "  The  old 
"  Notion  maintained  by  Pythagoras  and  others  was  that  there 
"  was  one  great  Soul  pervading  all  things,  and  that  human 
"  Souls  were  Segments,  A<vuljions,  or  Parts  of  that,  fome  haw 
"  or  other  feparated  and  divided  from  it."  p.  82.  And  for 
this  he  refers  us  to  Cicero  De  N.  D.I.  I .  and  quotes  the  famous 
Paffage,  Pythagoras,  qui  cenfuit  animum  efTe  per  naturam  re- 
rum  omnium  intentum  &c.  Obferve  now  the  Perveriity  of 
this  learned  Man.  He  will  not  allow  that  more  than  twenty 
Paflages,  when  alledged  by  me,  are  enough  to  prove  this  very- 
thing  j  and  yet  one,  when  produced  by  himfelf,  is  fufficient  for 
this  Purpofe  ;  and,  what  is  moft  remarkable,  it  is  one  of  thofe 
very  Paflages  I  myfeif  cite. 

foning 
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foning  on  the  very  Principles  which  he  himfelf 
lays  down.  Cicero  ftates  and  explains  the  famous 
Argument  of  Plato  to  prove  the  Immortality  of 
the  Soul ;  and  has  not  the  Doctor  himfelf  told  us 
that  this  was  a  private  and  efoteric  Notion  ?  Why 
then  does  he  quarrel  with  me  for  faying  the  fame 
thing  ? 

I  will  now  beg  leave  to  inforce  an  Argument  of 
Mr.  WarburtotfS)  which  the  learned  Dr.  Sykes  has 
not  vouchfafed  to  anfwer,  or  even  to  mention. 
But  how  light  foever  he  may  make  of  it,  the  Pub 
lic  may  poflibly  be  of  Opinion,  that  it  did  not 
deferve  to  be  treated  with  fo  much  Neglect.  How 
ever  let  the  Divine  Legation  fpeak  for  itfelf. 
"  We  have  feen  the  Philofophers  of  every  Seel:, 
"  one  while  fpeaking  directly  for,  and  another 
<c  while  as  directly  againft  a  future  State  of  Re- 
"  wards  and  Punifliments,  without  intimating 
<c  the  lead  Change  in  their  Principles,  or  mak- 
<c  ing  the  lead  Hefitation  in  their  Profeffions  ; 
"  fo  that  either  we  muft  hold  them  guilty  of  the 
<c  moft  grofs  and  vifible  Contradictions,  which 
*'  their  Characters  will  not  fuffer  us  to  conceive 
"  of  them  ;  or  elfe  admit  the  Explanation  given 
"  above  of  the  double  Do£frine^  and  the  diffe- 
"  rent  Methods  of  the  exoteric  and  efoteric  Dif- 
««  ciplineV 

The  Doctor  will  not  charge  thefe  various  Pro- 
feffions  to  the  Ficklenefs  and  Inconftancy  of  the  old 
Philofophers.  His  Reverence  and  Regard  for  the 
Men  will  not  fuffer  him  to  do  this ;  befides,  this 
would  intirely  defeat  his  own  Scheme,  as  he  un 
dertakes  to  prove  that  the  Philofophers  believed 
a  future  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments c. 

b  Divine  Legation,  vol.  i.  p.  403. 

c  See  his  Principles  and  Connexion  of  Natural  and  Revealed 
Religion. 

He 


He  muft  then  have  Recourfe  to  the  double  Do 
ctrine.  And  here  I  would  know  what  he  will  do 
with  thofe  Paflages  in  which  the  Philofophers  pro- 
fefs  their  Difbelief  of  another  Life.  They  muft 
either  make  part  of  the  public  or  the  private  Do- 
clrine.  Will  he  affign  them  to  thejirft  ?  No  : 
They  contradict  the  very  Purpofe  and  Defign  of 
this  Doctrine  ;  as  it  ufed  conftantly  to  recommend 
and  inforce  the  Notion  of  a  future  State.  And  yet 
if  he  gives  them  to  the  private  Doctrine,  he  him- 
felf  overturns  his  whole  Argument  j  he  himfelf 
gives  a  Proof  that  the  Philofophers  actually  faid 
one  thing  and  believed  another.  For  it  is  obferv- 
able,  that  thefe  Paflages  ftrike  at  the  very  Eflence 
and  Foundation  of  a  future  State  ;  they  do  not 
only  explode  the  common  and  popular  Accounts ; 
they  not  only  difcard  the  Fables  of  Elyfeum^  Styx, 
Acheron^  and  Cocytus  :  They  evidently  go  much, 
further,  they  exclude  every  pojfible  Mode  and  No 
tion  of  another  Life  d.  If  therefore  he  gives  thefe 
to  the  private  Doctrine,  he  muft  fuppofe  that  this 
Dodtrine  excludes  the  Belief  of  another  Life  ;  he 
muft  therefore  fuppofe  that  it  goes  on  a  contrary 
Proportion,  to  what  he  himfelf  calls  the  public 
Doctrine;  or,  in  other  Words,  he  muft  confefs 
that  there  are  feveral  Inftances,  in  which  the  Phi 
lofophers  atlually  faid  one  thing  and  believed  an 
other. — And  yet  he  has  challenged  all  the  World 
to  produce  one  luch  Inftance  ;  he  has  himfelf  em 
ployed  about  eighty  Pages,  to  prove  that  no  fuch 
Inftance  can  poffibly  be  produced. 

d  Epicbarmus  reprefents  Death  as  a  State,  in  which  he  could 

have  no  pofiible  I ntereft  or  Concern. Ariftottehys  "  that 

"  it  is  the  final  Period  of  Exiftence,  and  that  there  is  neither 
"  Good  nor  Evil  fir  the  dead  Man  to  dread  or  hope'''  And  as  to 
the  Stoics,  their  Language  is,  Nullis  defunftum  malls  adfici. 
Mors  omnium  dolorum  fc?  Jolutio  eft  &fais.  Seneca  ad  Mar. 

c-  '9-  T  . 

I  have 
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I  have  ever  thought  that  thefe  PafTages,  with 
others  of  the  fame  Import,  are  clear  Proofs  that 
the  two  Doctrines  did  really  go  upon  contrary  Pro- 
fofttions  -9  that  they  were  nor  mere  Explanations 
of  the  fame  Notion.  The  Gentlemen  on  the  other 
Side  allow,  that  the  public  Doctrine  fuppofes  the 
Reality  of  another  Life  ;  and  will  they  fay  the 
fame  of  thefe  Paflages  ?  If  not,  why  do  they  in- 
fift  that  the  two  Doctrines  are  barely  an  Explana 
tion  of  one  and  the  fame  Notion  ? 

But  what  have  Dr.  Sykcs  and  Mr,  Jackfon  re 
plied  to  this  ?  And  here  I  am  forry  to  acquaint  the 
Reader,  that  they  have  afted  with  more  Art  and 
Finefle,  than  one  would  expect  from  Men  whofe 
Minds  were  open  to  ConviRion.  They  all  along 
argue  on  a  Suppofition  that  the  Ancients  have 
only  difclaimed  the  common  and  fabulous  Ac 
counts  of  another  Life  •,  they  take  not  the  lead 
Notice  of  thofe  Paflages,  in  which  they  deny  the 
very  Being  and  Reality  of  the  Life  itfelf.  Strange, 
that  thefe  zealous  Advocates  for  Sincerity^  fhould 
act  in  fo  very  difingenuous  a  Manner  !  But  com 
mon  Anfwerers,  like  common  Women,  do  every 
Day  thofe  things  which  good  Manners  will  not 
fufTer  us  to  call  by  the  right  Name. 

To  this  the  Doctor  replies,  that,  "  I  have  pro- 
<c  duced  Contradictions  in  feveral  of  the  old  Peo- 
"  pie ;  and  no  doubt  one  might  produce  Incon- 
"  fiftencies  and  Contrarieties  in  Men  of  the  beft 
"  Character  among  the  moft  eminent  Moderns : 
"  and  happy  is  he,  who  keeps  clearefl  from  fuch 
"  common  Failings.  But  why  muft  we  recur  to 
"  a  double  Doftrine  to  folve  this  Matter  ?  "  p.  23. 
Let  me  afk,  i.  Is  it  natural  to  imagine  that 
the  Philofophers  would  be  conftantly  and  'perpetu 
ally  fhifting  their  Opinions  on  this  Qucftion  ? 
Let  the  Doctor  point  out  the  fame  Inconliftencies 

in 


in  our  beft  modern  Writers ;  let  him  fhew  that 
they  continually  vary  on  Subjects  of  this  Impor 
tance  ;  and  let  him  fhew  too  that  they  do  it,  with 
out  giving  the  Reader  the  lead  Notice  and  Infor 
mation  of  it.  ,,-^g 

2.  Is  it  allowed  that  thefe  Moderns  praclife  the 
double  Doctrine  ?  if  it  is,  it  will  be  very  unrea- 
fonable  ro  charge  them  with  Contradiction,  when 
ever  they  deliver  oppofite  Doctrines.     If  this  is 
not  allowed,  the  Cafe  is  not  parallel. 

3.  It  is  evident  that  thefe  various  Profeflions 
were  owing  to  the  Practice  of  the  double  Do 
ctrine,  and  not  to  any  real  Contradiction  and  In- 
confiftency  in  the  Men  themfelves.     For  what  is 
the  Doctrine,  which  I  contend  was  private  and 
efoteric  ?    Why,    the  metaphyfical   and  abftrufe 
Notion,  which  the  Philofophers  had  entertained 
concerning  the  human  Soul.  According  to  them, 
it  was  ftrictly  and  properly  a  Part  of  God  •,  was 
to  be  abforbed  and  refolved  into  him  ;  and  was, 
in  Confequence  of  this,  to'  lofe  its  feparate  and  di- 
ftinct  Exiftence.  This  I  give  as  a  fecret  Dodtrine; 
and  in  this  I  am  fupported  by  the  exprefs  Decla 
ration  of  Dr.  Sykes  himfelf.  For  have  Inot  fhewn 
that  he  maintains  the  very  fame  thing  ? 

4.  As  to  the  Followers  of  Pythagoras ',  they  had 
two  Doctrines  with  regard  to  the  Metempfycho- 
fis.    In  one  they  taught  a  State  of  future  Punifh- 
ments ;  in  the  other  they  denied  it.    As  to  the 
firft  Notion,  Tim^us  Looms  a  fibres  us,  that  it  was 
merely  popular  and  external ;  contrived  and  in 
vented  only  for  the  Sake  of  the  People.  Now  af 
ter  fo  plain  and  explicit  a  Declaration,  it  would 
be  ridiculous  to  imagine  that  they  believed  this 
lad  Notion,  whenever  they  preached  it  up  to  the 
People.   And  if  we  are  not  to  imagine  this,  there 
will   be  no  room  to  charge  them  with  Contradi 
ction,  5,  Our 
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5-  Our  Author  himfelf  allows  that  the  Philo- 
fophers  had  two  Do&rines  on  this  Subject  -,  one 
for  themfelves,  another  for  the  Populace.  But 
then  he  infifls  withal,  that  the  firft  rejects  only 
the  Stories  of  Styx,  Acheron^  &c.  Now,  I  appre 
hend,  he  will  be  obliged  to  allow  that  it  extends 
much  farther.  It  is  evident  from  Galen  that  the 
two  Doctrines  were  founded  on  opfoflte  and  con 
trary  Proportions;  but  how  can  this  be  in  the 
prefent  Cafe,  unlefs  the  private  Doctrine  be  lup- 
pofed  to  exclude  all  future  Happinefs  and  Mifery 
whatfoever,  as  well  as  that  of  Tartarus  and  Ely-- 
fium  ?  It  appears  therefore,  on  his  own  Princi 
ples,  that  the  Paflfages,  in  which  the  Ancients 
difcard  all  future  Rewards  and  Puni  foments,  mud 
neceffarily  belong  to  the  private  Doctrine. 

I  have,  if  I  flatter  not  myfelf  too  much,  in 
thefe  Papers  brought  feveral  other  Obfervations, 
fufficient  of  themfelves  to  prove,  that  the  various 
Declarations  of  the  Phiiofophers  on  this  Point 
muft  be  imputed  to  the  double  Doflrine. 

But  indeed  Mr.  W*  had  fufficiently  obviated  fo 
filly  an  Evafion  long  ago,  in  the  Words  quoted 
above:  "  We  have  feen  the  Phiiofophers  of  every 
•'  Sect,  one  while  fpeaking  diredUy/0r,  and  an- 
*'  other  while  as  directly  againd  a  future  State  of 
"  Rewards  and  Punimments  without  intimating 
"  the  lead  Change  in  their  Principles,  or  making 
"  the  lead  Hefitation  in  their  Profefllons  :  So 
*c  that  either  we  muft  hold  them  guilty  of  the 
<c  mod  grofs  and  vifible  Contradictions,  which 
"  their  Characters  will  not  fuffer  us  to  conceive 
"  of  them  -,  or  elfe  permit  the  Explanation  given 
"  above  of  the  double  Dottrine  e"  Div.  Leg. 
vol.  i.  p.  403.  3d  Ed. 

The 

«  "  Why  muft  we  recur  to  a  double  Doarine  (fays  he)  to 

"  (olve 


Se6l.  3.  The  following  Inflance  ofSvNESius 
will,  I  apprehend,  add  great  Light  and  Strength  to 
Oi.r  general  Argument  on  this  Head.  As  to  his 
Philpfophy,  he  was  a  determined  Platoni^  how 
ever  it  might  be  candied  over  by  a  Bimoprick : 
And  adhered  foclofelytohisSyftem,  that,  inCon- 
quence  of  it,  he  gave  up  fome  of  the  moft  dear  and 
evident  Articles  of  the  Chriftian  Faith.  He  did  in 
deed  fet  the  Authority  of 'Plato  far  above  that  of  the 
infpired  Penmen  *,  he  believed  the  Pre-exiftence  of 

(  folve  this  Matter  ?  Cicero,  e  g.  in  an  Oration  of  his,  faid 
'  fomething  about  a  future  State,  which  contradicted  what  his 
'  Sentiments  are,  as  they  lie  expreffed  in  orher  Books.  Now 
'  the  Notion  of  a  double  Doctrine  will  not  explain  this ;  for 
'  furely  upon  this  Scheme  the  Denial  of  the  popular  Notions 
'  of  a  futu:  e  State  muft  be  an  efoteric  Doctrine."  p  23 .  Would 
not  any  one  now  believe,  when  i  quote  this  Paffage  of  Cicero , 
that  1  quote  it  as  belonging  to  the  double  Doctrine ;  that  I 
undertake  to  account  for  his  mentioning  this  Notion  in  fo  pub 
lic  and  open  Manner,  from  this  very  Principle  ?  So  far  from 
it,  I  never  give  the  leaft  Hint  of  any  fuch  thing. 

"  But  if  this  was  a  fecret  Doctrine,  is  it  to  be  conceived, 
"  that  Cicero  would  have  imparted  it  to  the  People  ?  "  To 
this  I  reply,  It  is  not  fuppoft-d  that  the  fecret  Doctrine  was 
concealed  in  fo  regular  and  exict  a  Manner,  as  never  to  reach 
the  Knowledge  of  the  People.  The  very  Secret  of  the  Myfte- 
ries  was  fometimes  divulged  ;  the  grand  Arcanum,  that  their 
Hero  Gods  were  no  more  than  dead  Men,  was  fometimes  dif- 
clofed,  and  mentioned  openly  :  But  will  our  Author  infer  from 
hence,  that  thefe  were  not  private  Doctrines  ? 

2.  In  the  Days  of  Cicero  the  double  Doctrine  was  not  prac- 
tifed  with  fo  much  Care  and  Attention,  as  it  had  been  before. 
But  the  Queftion  is,  was  this  car;ied  fo  far,  as  intirdy  to  take 
away  and  deilroy  its  Ufe  ;  or  aie  there  no  Traces  of  it  remain 
ing,  even  in  thefe  Times  ?  Will  Cicero's  mentioning  the  Point 
we  are  here  upon  in  a  public  Oration,  prove  that  he  nt-ver 
conlidered  it  as  improper  and  unfit  for  the  Information  of  the 
People  ?  I  apprehend  it  will  not.  In  one  ot  his  Orations,  he 
laughs  at  the  Worfliip  of  dead  Men.  And  yet  he  fometimes 
reprefents  this  as  a  private  Doctrine  ;  as  a  Notion,  that  was 
not  to  be  debated  and  explained  before  the  People.  Non  eifle 
ilia  vu/go  difputanda,  ne  fuiceptas  publice  religiones  difputatio 
tails  extinguat. 

S  the 
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the  Soul  with  the  firft,  and  therefore  could  not  be 
lieve  the  Scripture  Dodtrine  of  the  Refurre&ion 
with  the  latter.    But  let  him  be  heard  f  in  his  own 
Words.     "  It  is  difficult,  if  not  impoflible,  to 
41  change  and  alter  Opinions,  which  are  fixed 
<c  in  the  Mind  by  the  cleareft  and  brighter!  Evi- 
4C  dence.      You  know  that  Philofophy  contains 
"  many  things  oppofite  and  contrary  to  the  com- 
46  mon.  and  received  Notions.  lean  never  prevail 
"  -with  myfelf  to  think  that  the  Soul  did  not  exift 
"  before  the  -Body.     I  will  never  affirm  that  the 
<£  World  and   its  feveral  Farts  will  be  one  Day 
44  ddboyed.     As  to  the  Refurreclion,  I  believe 
**  that  it  contains  fome  very  venerable  and  holy 
cc  Myftery.     I  am  far  from  acquiefcing  in  the 
4C  common   Doctrine.       However,     Philofophy\ 
"  when  it-  has  attained  the  Truth  ^  allows  the  Ufe 
44  of  Lies  and  Ft  ff  ions.     For  Light  anfwers  to 
44  Truth,  and  the  Eye  to  the  People  ;  the  Eye 
46  would  receive  too  great  a  Quantity  of  Light  to 
44  its  own  Prejudice  and  Hurt.    As  Darknefs  is 
"  moil  proper  and  commodious  for  thofe  who 
"  have  weak  Eyes,  fo  I  hold  that  Lies  and  Fifti- 
"  ens  are  ufeful  to  the  People  ,   and  that  Truth 
"  would  be  hurtful  to  thofe,  who  are  not  able  to 

f  Epiftle  105. 
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"  bear  its  Light  and  Splendour.  If  the  Laws  of 
"  the  Church  will  difpenfe  with  this,  I  fliall  be 
"  ready  to  accept  of  the  Bifhopric  ;  partly  philo- 
Ci  fophizing  by  myfelf  at  home,  partly  talking 
"  abroad  in  the  common  Train,  and  preaching 
"  up  the  general  and  received  Fables/* 

It  cannot  furely  be  doubted,  but  that  this  In- 
flance  comes  up  to  the  very  Point  in  Queftion  * 
that  it  exactly  anfwers  the  Purpofe  for  which  it  is 
produced.  It  is  brought  to  prove  that  it  was  the 
Cuftom  of  the  Ancients  to  fay  one  thing  when  they 
believed  another.  And  was  not  this  the  very  Cafe 
of  Synefius  ?  He  does  not  fcruple  to  acknowledge 
that  he  did  not  believe  the  Creation  of  the  Soul^  the 
Deftruffion  of  the  World,  and  the  Doctrine  of  the. 
Refurreffion.  But  no  matter  for  that ;  Philofophy 
allows  the  Ufe  of  Lies  and  Fictions  •,  he  will  think 
by  himfelf  at  home,  and  in  public  preach  up  thefe 
very  Fables.  Was  it  not  then  neceffary  for  him  to 
profefs  one  thin?  and  think  another  ? 

•A  J       J  O 

It  may  be  faid,  we  have  (huffled  in  a  Chriftian 
Bifliop  on  the  Doctor  for  a  Pagan  Phiiofopher, 
But  this  Bifliop  went  into  the  Church  a  Platonifl^ 
and  Platonift  he  continued  when  he  was  there, 
as  extravagant  and  abfurd,  as  any  he  had  left  be 
hind  him.  But  be  he  what  he  will,  it  matters  little, 
while  he  tells  us  what  Philofophy  was  ;  where  he 
fays,  that  //  would  allow  the  Ufe  of  Lies  and  Fic 
tions  in  this  Cafe  *,  and  is  not  this  telling  us  in  Ef 
fect,  that  Philofophy  allows  all  with  which  it  is 
charged  by  the  Author  of  the  Divine  Legation  ? 
If  it  would  fuffer  him  to  preach  up  rhe  Creation  of 
the  Soul,  the  Definition  of  the  World,  the  Do- 
ftrine  of  the  Refurrection,  while  he  believed 
them  to  be  mere  Fables,  it  is  evident  that  it 
would  difpenfe  with  his  faying  one  thing  when  he 
believed  another. 

S  2  Since 


Since  much  Pains  has  been  taken  to  difcred 
the  Force  of  this  Argument,  I  mud  beg  leave 
to  inlarge  a  little  upon  it.  One  main  Point  is, 
whether  Synefeus  determin'd  to  be  barely  f dent  on 
thefe  Articles,  or  actually  to  fpeak  and  difcourfe 
upon  them.  Let  us  confider  his  own  Words  : 
*4  However  Philofophy,  when  it  has  attained  the 
<c  Truth,  allows  the  Ufe  cf  Lies  and  Fifitions." 
— - "  As  Darknefs  is  mod  proper  for  thofe  who 
'"  have  weak  Eyes,  fo  1  hold  that  Lies  and  Fic- 
"  ticns  are  iijeful  to  the  People." — "  Abroad  I 
'"  will  talk  in  the  common  Train,  and  counts- 
"  nance  and  fupport  the  .common  Fables,"  tot.  $' 
sjo>  <pjA.ojuv9-wv.  Now  does  not  this  necefiarily  im 
ply,  that  he  was  not  to  be  intirely  filent  on  this 
Head.  The  Words  4/gvJb^a/,  vJ/svJo?,  (piXbju^Vv, 
do,  I  fay,  neceffarily  imply  this.  For  what  Oc- 
cafion  to  ufe  any  Lie,  Fable ,  or  Figment  (take 
which  Term  you  pleafe)  had  he  never  defigned 
to  lay  any  thing  on  this  Subject  ? 

2.  Since  then  Synejius  was  refolved  to  handle 
thefe  Points  in  Public,  let   us  confider  next  in 
what  manner  he  muft  be  fuppofed  to  do  this.  We 
will  confine  ourfelves  to  the  Doctrine  of  the  Re- 
furreclion.     Now  what  remained  for  him  but  to 
countenance  and  avow  this  Principle  before  the 
People,  and  to   infill  on  its  real  Certainty    and 
Truth,  contrary    to  the  Perfuafion  of  his   own 
Mind  ?    This  is  the  only  Notion,  which,   in  his 
then  Character,  he  can  pofTibly  be  conceived  to 
have  delivered  on  this  Subject.     And   if  he  de 
livered  this  Notion,  does  it  not  of  courfe  follow, 
that  hefaid  o<:e  thing  when  he  thought  another? 

3.  It  does,  I  think,  appear  that  I  have  fairly 
charged  them  with  Lying^   and  have  given  no 
more  to  the  Words  xj/cuJoy  and  xlfbJbpa/,  than  they 
will  ftrictly  bear.     As  to  Synejius •,  it  is  evident 

that 


that  he  could  not  prevail  with  himfelf  to  embrace 
the  Doctrine  of  the  Refurreclion ;  and  yet  he 
promifes  to  maintain  and  affert  it  in  Public  *,  and 
to(  this  Conduct  he  himfelf  gives  the  Words, 
4^0?,  and  4/suJbu*/:  Now  does  not  the  applying 
of  them  to  this  cafe  neceflarily  confine  us  to  the 
very  Senfe  I  have  here  given  s  ?. 

The 

5  I  muft  take  Notice  that  the  Refurrection  was  confider'd 
as  a  mere  Metaphor  and  Allegory ',  by  fome  Pinloibphers  in  the 
more  early  Times.  "  For  being  in  their  moral  Lectures  in 
*'  their  Schools,  accuftomed  to  call  vicious  Habits  Death; 
"  and  Reformation  to  a  good  Life  »vxra.a-^  or  a  Refurreclion, 
**  they  were  difpofed  to  underfiand  the  Refurreffion  of  the 
"  Juft  in  the  fame  Senfe."  D.  L.  v.  i.  449,  450.  As  Syne- 
fius  then  determin'd  to  fpeak  of  the  Refurrection  in  public, 
he  mult  either  preach  up  the  philosophical  Notion  juft  defcrib- 
ed,  or  the  popular  and  common  one.  It  would  be  abfurd  to 
fuppofe  that  he  could  Harbour  any  Thought  of  preaching  up 
the  allegorical  and  figurative  Notion,  as  this  could  not  roiiibly 
anfvver  any  Purpofe  or  Defign.  **  It  would  have  been  contra- 
"  ry  to  his  own  Declaration,  unteaching  the  People  what 
"  they  had  learnt,  and  not  fuffering  them  to  continue  in  their 
"  preconceived  Opinions."  This  would  have  been  delivering 
the  Truth  (as  he  thought  it)  "  naked  and  without  any  Cover  j" 

it  would  have  been   "  pouring   in  Light  upon  thofe  who 

"  had  not  Strength  to  bear  it,"  contrary  to  the  Maxim,  which 
he  all  along  inculcates  in  this  Letter.  It  is  then  neceffary  to. 
conclude  that  he  intended  to  preach  up  the  popular  and 
common  Notion  ;  and  if  fo,  it  is  equally  neceflary  to  conclude 
that  he  refolved  to/<zy  one  thing,  when  he  thought  another. 

Having  explained  this  philofophical  and  refined  Doctrine  of 
the  Refurreftion,  let  us  now  confider  the  Doctor's  Interpre 
tation  of  the  Words  •fywfa,  ^votZa.i,  QfapvSuv.  And  in 
what  Senfe  would  he  underhand  them  ?  Why,  "  they  don'c 
'*  mean  Lies  and  Fiftions,  but  'Truths  told  in  Fictions,  Para- 
"  bles,  fabulous  Narrations,  fuch  Covers  of  Truth  as  he 
"  judged  belt  for  his  Auditors."  p.  31,32.  They  imply  no 
more  *'  that  to  cover  over  Truth  by  certain  artificial  Ways  of 
Speech,  which  may  make  it  better  received,  or  better  re 
tained,  or  make  it  enter  into  Peoples  Minds  better  than  by 
a  direct  and  naked  Narration."  32,  Synejius  never  thought 
of  lying  or  of  the  Ufe  of  Lies,  but  of  fuch  Means  of  i  on- 
veying  Truth  by  apt  Fiction,  as  would  be  moil  ufeful  to 
S3  "  the 
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The  Doftor  has  produced  fome  Inftanees  to 
fhew,  that  thefe  Words  do  not  always  fignify, 
what  implies  an  immoral  Adi,  p.  31.  But  he 
might  have  fpared  his  learned  Pains.  The  Que- 

"  the  People."  33.  He  thought  he  had  demonftrative  Evi- 
"  dence  for  the  Points  he  declared  himfelf  convinced  of  j  but 
"he  could  be  iilent  upon  them,  or  he  could  cover  over  Truth 
"  with  fome  fabulous  Reprefentation."  30.  What  now  were 
the  Truths,  of  which  he  thought  he  had  fuch  clear  Evidence, 
and  which  he  was  to  cover  over  with  fome  fabulous  Reprefen- 
,  tation  ?  Why,  one  was  (for  the  Syitem  of  Plato,  I  prefume, 
had  furnifli'd  him  with  demonjlrative  Evidence  on  this  Point) 
that  the  Scripture  Doftrine  of  the  Refurreftion  nvas  a  mere  Fable. 

1 .  Let  then  the  Doc~lor  tell  us,  how  it  was  poffible  to  con 
vey  this  Truth  in  fuch  a  Manner,  as  to  make  it  ufeful  to  the 
People  ?  Would  not  it,  under  every  Reprefentation,  in  every 
Drefs  of  Language,  be  a  very  dangerous  and  hurtful  Notion  ? 
Did  he  defire  that  this  Truth  might  be  better  received  or  better 
retained  by  the  People  ?  Or  does  not  common  Senfe  didate, 
that  it  was  his  Bufmefs  and  Deiign  to  hide  and  conceal  this 
Notion  from  the  Multitude  ? 

2.  "  Jf  the  Laws  of  the  Church,  fays  Synefius,  will  dif- 
*'  penfe  with  this— I  will  accept  of  the  Biihopric."    Now 
could  fo  wife  a  Man  gravely  aflc,  whether  the  Laws  of  the 
Church  would  difpenfe  with  the  Ufe  of  bare  Allegories?   A 
Mode  of  Speech  allowed  every  where.     Or  were  the  primi 
tive  Fathers  fo  utterly  averfe  to  all  allegorical  Interpretations, 
as  to  make  the  Queftion  feafonable  ? 

3.  Suppofmg    the    Doctor's    Interpretation    to    be    true, 
let  us  confider  what   was   the   Figment  or  fabulous  Repre 
fentation?   What    the  Truth,    that   they   buried   and    con 
cealed  beneath  it  ?   Synefius  fays  that,  as  to  the  Refurreclion 
it   contains   fome    very   profound    and    venerable   Myftery. 
Now,  upon  this  Suppofition,  the  Refurreclion  itfelf  was  the 
very    Veil  and   Cover,  the  Figment,    or  fabulous  Reprefenta 
tion,    under    which   the  'Truth  was   difguifed   and    fecreted 
from  the  People.    And  what  was  the  Truth  fignified  by  the 
Refurreclion  ?  Why,  a  Reformation  of  Manners,  or  a  Return 
to  a  better  Life.     In  this  Cafe  it  was  impoffible  for  a  Man  to 
preach  up  the  Allegory  or  fabulous  Reprefentation,  while  he 
*lid  not  believe  it,  and  yet  not  incur  the  Charge  of  faying  one 
thing  *when  he  thought  another.     For  in  the  Allegory  or  fabu 
lous  Reprefentation  he  mud  talk  of  another  Life,  and  yet  his 
ayyn  private  Meaning  could  extend  only  to  the  prefent. 

ftion 


ftion  is  whether  they  fignify  an  immoral  Act  /// 
Ms  Place.  Let  him  then  (hew  that  the  Context 
does  not  require  the  Senfe  I  here  contend  for. 

As  to  the  Word  (p/Ao/*v9-«vt  the  Drift  and  Pur- 
pofe  of  the  Argument  Synefius  is  here  upon,  con 
fine  it  to  the  very  Senfe  I  am  eftablilhing.  What* 
are  the  Fables  and  Fictions  here  mentioned  ?  Why, 
in  the  Opinion  of  Syne/ius*  they  were  "  the  Crea- 
"  tion  of  the  Soul,  the  '  Deftrudcion  of  the 
"  World,  and  the  Doctrine  of  the  Refurreo 
*6  tion."  Thefe  he  confidered  as  fo  many  popu 
lar  and  common  Superftitions,  or  grofs  and  rank 
Errors.  But  notwithstanding  he  did  not  believe 
them,  he  reiblved  in  Public  to  countenance  and 
fupport  them.  And  how  was  a  Chriflian  Rifljop 
to  countenance  and  avow  thefe  Notions  in  Pub-' 
Jic,  but  by  preaching  them  up  to  the  People  ? 
The  Doctor  indeed  fays,  "  there  is  not  a  Letter, 
*c>  or  Tittle,  that  intimates  preaching  up  the  ge- 
"  neral  and  received  Fables  implied  in  that 
"  Word."  p.  33.  Sure  no  Cavil  was  ever  fo 
trifling ;  does  not  the  Context  (hew  that  he  fpeaks 
of  the  general  and  received  Fables?  Does  not  his 
Character  of  Bi&op  prove  that  he  was  to  f  reach 
them  up  to  the  People  ? 

In  fupport  of  this  Expofition  I  muft  beg  leave 
to  add,  that  the  learned  Petavius  under  (lands 
thefe  Words  in  the  very  Senfe  I  have  here  given. 
He  charges  Synefius  with  acting  in  a  double  and 
unfair  Manner,  with  faying  what  he  did  not  think, 
as  appears  from  his  Note  on  this  very  PafTage  K 

This 


h  Eleganter  hanc  OITTXOV.',  et  variefatem  exprimit  Cicero  ii. 
de  Fin.  "  Quod  fi  vultum,  ait,  tibi,  fi  inceflum  fingeres  quo 
"  gravior  viderere,  non  effes  tui  fimilis ;  verba  tu  tiugas,  b" 
"  ea  dicas  qua  nonfentzas,  aut  etiam  ut  veititum,  fie  tenter- 
**  tiara  habeas  aliam  domeilicam,  aliam  foreniem,  ut  in  fro  -  e 
S  4  **  ofteci»,;j 
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This  is  the  true,  as  well  as  plain  State  of  the 
Cafe.  A  for  this  the  well  bred  Doclor  exclaims 
in  theL  •  .  rnis,  "  WHAT  SHAMEFUL  RE- 

"  PRESENTATION.  ONE  CANNOT  BUT  BE  AMAZ- 
<c  ED  TH  '  ~  •"""  ONE  SHOULD  WAKE  THIS  MAN 

"  (i.'ie  fmcere  ariu  pious  Bifliop  of  Ptolemats)  AN 
cc  INSTANCE  OF  ONE  WHO  THOUGHT  THAT  PHI- 

*'  LOSOPHY  ALLOWS  THE  UsE  OF  LlES  AND  FlC- 

cc  TIONS."  'Tis  ten  to  one,  Reader,  but  that  the 
next  time  you  hear  of  him,  you  find  him  AMAZ 
ED  that  I  have  quoted  thefe  Words  as  bis\  and 
call  it,  as  indeed  it  is,  a  SHAMEFUL  REPRESEN 
TATION.  For,  after  this  Eflky  of  what  his 
Reader  will  bear,  you  may  expecl  him  to  flick 
at  nothing.  But  is  it  come  to  this  at  laft,  that 
the  great  Advocate  of  Sincerity  as  fuch  turns 
Apologift  for  a  fhifting,  cogging  Platonijl  ?  I 
fufpecl:  he  has  himfelf  been  longer  at  that  Trade 
than  was  imagined  ;  which  (like  the  Gilders  upon 
Brafs)  he  tells  us,  confifts  in  covering  over  Truth 
~by  certain  artificial  Ways  of  Speech :  So  that,  when 
he  was  crying  up  Sincerity  as  fuch •,  he  was  all  the 
while  recoru mending  fucb  a  Sincerity — as  was  con 
fident  with  his  Intereft.  Or  was  this  warm  De 
fence  of  the  grofleft  Diflimulation  to  fhew  us, 
that  however  he  may  contemn  the  Jefuits  for 
their  Parts  and  Learning^  the  Order  has  A  ill  one 
Maxim^  that  may  ferve  to  recommend  them  to 
his  Favour  and  Efteem  ? 

But  what  then  is  there  no  Ground  for  this  great 
Outcry,  this  Charge  of  Mifreprefentation,  which 
the  Doclor  fo  often  repeats  and  infifts  upon  fo 
much  in  this  Article  ?  I  anfwer,  none  but  that  he 
has  long  walked  upon,  his  own  Miftakes.  Syne- 

"  oftematio  fit,  intus  veritas  occultetur,  vide,  quaefo  re&um- 
"  ne-fit." 

flUS 
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Jlus  has  been  reprefented  as  a  Man  of  a  virtuou 
and  honeft  Character  \  hence  the  Doflor  infers 
that  he  could  not  think  it  lawful  to  fay  one  thing 
to  the  People,  and  another  to  their  Leaders. 
But  the  Doctor  would  not  reflect  that  he  might 
be  a  Man  of  the  nice  ft  and.ftriffeft  Honour  on 
the  Pagan  Syftem,  and  yet  hold  it  innocent  to 
inftill  Notions  into  the  People,  which  he  himfelf 
did  not  believe.  The  befl  Moralifts  of  the  Hea 
then  World  thought  this  Practice  lawful,  and 
would  have  undertaken  to  defend  it  by  their  Prin 
ciples,  how  warmly  foever  Dr.  Sykes  and  his 
good  old  Friend  Mr.  P.  may  admire  the  Mora 
lity  of  thefe  ancient  Sages. 

Well,  but  does  not  Synefius  in  this  very  Letter 
exprefs  a  great  Regard  and  Reverence  for  Truth ; 
does  he  not  fpeak  of  his  Obligation  to  follow  it 
in  the  moft  feeling  Manner?  He  does  fo.  And 
did  not  Plato i  Cicero,  and  Plutarch  the  fame  ? 
did  they  not  make  as  frequent  and  folemn  Pro- 
fefiions  on  this  Head  ?  And  yet  it  is  owned  that 
they  allowed  themfelves  the  Liberty  to  invent 
Fictions,  and  propagate  fuch  Stories  as  they  did 
not  believe,  "for  the  Sake  of  their  Utility. 

But  we  are  told,  that  when  Synefius  was  in 
vited  to  accept  of  the  Bifhoprick,  he  was  very 
•willing  to.  decline  the  Office  •,  he  made  feveral 
Excufes.  To  fay  nothing  of  his  Fondnefs  for  his 
Wife,  his  Averfion  to  Bufmefs,  his  Love  of  his 
Dogs  and  Country  Diverfions ;  one  main  Point 
was,  that  he  had  deeply  'imbibed  the  Philofophy 
of  Plato,  that  therefore  he  could  not  believe  the 
Creation  of  the  Soul,  the  Deftruction  of"  the 
World,  or  the  Doctrine  of  the  Refurrcction. 
And  he  declares  that  he  would  not  diffemble  or 
abjure  theie  Opinions  for  a  Bifhoprick.  But  let 
us  remember  one  thing,  that  this  Letter  was  acl- 

drefTed 


dreflcd  to  his  Brother;  that  he  recommends  it 
to  Tbeopbilus  to  determine,  whether  he  could  be 
admitted  to  this  Office,  as  he  was  refolved  not  to 
renounce  his  Opinions.  All  that  can  be  inferred 
from  hence  is  that  he  acted  fairly  by  his  Friends >. 

And 

1  It  may  be  afked,  whence  do  we  conclude  that  this  previous 
Declaration  was  made  to  his  Friends,  and  the  Leaders  of  the 
Church  only,  and  not  to  the  Body  of  the  People  ?  To  this  I 
reply,  the  Contents  of  the  Letter  itfelf  mew,  that  it  could 
not  be  defigned  for  the  Multitude.  It  is  here  faid,  "  What 
have  Phiiofophy  and  the  common  People  to  do  with  one 

another  r"' "  The  Truth  of  divine  Things  ought  not  to 

be  divulged  to  all,  The  Commonalty  is  neccffarily  to  be  kept 
under  other  Management"  Was  this  now  Language  proper 
or  the  People  ?  "  I  do  not  believe  the  Creation  of  the  Soul, 
the  Deduction  of  the  World,  the  Doctrine  of  the  Refur- 
re&ion.  I  fuppofe  it  contains  fome  venerable  and  profound 
Myflery.  /  am  Jar  from  acquiefcing  in  the  Nations  of  the 
Multitude  on  this  Point.'''  Could  he  intend  this  for  the  Ufe 
of  the  People,  when  he  lays  at  the  fame  Time,  "  He  would 
"  not  unteach  them  what  they  had  learnt,  but  fuffer  them  to 
"  remain  in  their  preconceiv'd  Opinions;"  when  he  fays  that 
thefe  very  Truths  (demon ft r aim e  Truths  he  thought  them,  for 
the  Credit  of  the  old  Phiiofophy)  were  not  to  be  mentioned 
or  imparted  to  the  People  ? 

2.  "  Synefius  refolved  to  indulge  himfelf,  -fays  the  Doclor, 
•'  in  the  Search  after  Truth  :  And  as  he  thought  that  he  had 
"  demonftrative  Evidence  for  the  Points  he  declared  himfelf 
•'  convinced  of,  he  refolved  not  to  pretend  to  teach  Notions, 
"  which  he  did  not  believe  :  But  as  he  could  be  filent  upon 
"  them  ;  or  he  could  cover  over  Truth  with  fome  fabulous  Re- 
*'  prefentation,  or  in  fhort  difcourfe  fo  as  he  thought  bell  and 
"  moft  profitable  to  his  Hearers,  fo  he  refolved  todo."  Vindi 
cation,  p.  30.  As  then  to  the  three  Points  mentioned  in  this 
Letter,  the  Dodlor  contends  that  he  "  refolved  to  be  filent 
"  upon  them,  or  to  cover  them  over  with  a  fabulous  Repre- 
"  fentation,"  in  all  his  Difcourfes  to  the  People.  Hence  I 
would  infer,  that  he  could  not  defign  to  addrefs  this  Letter  to 
them.  He  is  fo  far  from  being  "  filent  on  thefe  Points,  or 
"  covering  them  over  by  a  fabulous  Reprefentation,"  that  he 
mentions  them  in  very  plain  and  diredl  Terms. 

Thefe  I  take  to  be  plain  Proofs  that  this  Letter  was  not  in 
tended  for  the  People.    When  therefore  Sjnefius  fays,  he  dic 
tated 
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And  what  Knave  is  there,  that  does  not  open 
himfelf  to  his  Confidents  ?  The  Crime  I  charge 
him  with  is  diffembling  with  the  People :  Wich 
thofe  who,  as  his  Flock,  and  under  his  fpiritual 
Direction,  had  the  beft  Right  to  alJ  his  religious 
Opinions.  Infmcerity  and  .braud  towards  thofe, 
to  whom  he  bore  fo  facred  a  Relation  as  the  Bi- 
fhop  of  their  Souls,  was  a  Crime  that  no  Declara 
tion  on  fubfcribing  before  his  Brother  Rulers  cuuld 
wipe  out,  tho*  authorized  even  by  the  new  Divi 
nity  of  Sincerity  as  fuch.  And  yet  our  feverc  Ca- 
fuift  abfolves  him  from  all  Guilt,  as  if  it  was  of 
no  Confequence  what  he  faid  to  the  People,  fo 
he  did  but  open  himfelf  to  the  Prieft.  The  Peo 
ple*  for  whom  Chrift  died,  and  over  whom  the 
Holy  Ghoft  appointed  us  Overfeers,  are  to  pafs 
for  nothing.  Odi  profanum  vittgus  et  arceo,  fays 
the  honeft  Theology  of  Dr.  Sykes.  And  what 
was  once  only  a  wild  Rant  of  an  Epicurean  Poet, 
is  now  fober  Chriftian  Divinity.  Synefius*  fays  the 
Doctor,  was  refohed  to  indulge  himfelf  in  the 
fearch  after  Truth  •,  but  as  he  could  cover  it  over 
with  fome  fabulous  Reprefentations*  fo  he  refohed  to 
do.  A  worthy  and  a  wife  Refutation*  doubtleis, 
in  a  Chriftian  Bifhop,  to  lie  for  the  Sake  of 
Truth  !  And  for  this  he  is  put  into  the  Doctor's 
Calendar  of  Sincerity  Saints.  But  his  Friends 
amonglt  the  modern  Prelates  will  con  him  no 
Thanks  for  this  Apology  ;  Who,  to  their  Ho 
nour  be  it  faid,  never .  preach  to  their  People 
what  they  difbelieve  themfelves.  After  this,  who 
will  be  furprifed  that  he  comes  next  to  defend  the 

tated  it,  "  that  the  thing  might  be  known  to  all -^  'tis  evi 
dent  he  could  only  mean  hi^  Friends  and  the  Leaders  of  the 
Church.  The  original  Wo  d  ie  often  '.aken  in  a  limited  and 
confined  Senie  ;  the  Doctor':,  Argument,  as  well  as  my  own, 
.confines  us  to  tbii  Senje  in  this  Place. 

Reputation 
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Reputation  of  two  Greek  Words  of  evil  Fame, 
•4/guJo$,  a  Lie,  and  vJ/suJbwa<,  to  lie.    Thefe,    he 
fays,  the  Ancients  had  in  honourable  mention, 
If  they  had,    the   more  Shame  for  them.    But, 
had  the  Doctor  bethought  himfelf,  that  the  true 
Caufe  of  this  pervcrfe  Ufe  of  fo  bad  Words  was 
the  common  Practice  of  lying  for  thepublick  Good> 
it  might  have  faved   him  a  World  of  Trouble. 
As  it  is,  fee  his  Talent  at  Argument.     It  is  af 
firmed,  in  difcredit  of  ancient  Heathen  Wifdom, 
that  it  made  no  Bones  of  lying  for  the  public  Good: 
To  fupport  which,  a  Paffage  of  Syneftus  is  pro 
duced,  in  which  Lies  and  Lying  are  fpoken  of 
with  great  Complacency  and  Self-fatisfaction. — 
And  well  he  might,  fays  Doctor  Sykes,  for  Lies 
and  Lying  were   no  bad  Words  in   a  Heathen's 
Mouth.    To  this  I  reply,  how  mould  they,  when 
the  Practice  was  efteemed   honourable  ?    Which 
was  the  Point   I   had  to  prove.     But  does  their 
Opinion  change  the  Nature  of  Things?  Or  do  I 
charge  them  with  what  fometimes  common  An- 
fwerers  will  do,  Lying  for  Lying's  Sake?  If  they 
lied,  tho*  for  any  End  or  Purpofe  whatfoever, 
they  did  enough  to  deferve,  and  therefore  had, 
the  fevered  Cenfures  of  Chrift's  holy  Apoftles. 

But  to  come  to  particular  PafTages.  Having 
faid  that  he  could  not  digeft  the  Doctrine  of  the 
Refurrection  ;  that  Truth  "  would  be  hurtful  to 
"  the  People,  that  Philofophy  allows  the  Ufe  of 
"  Lies  and  Fictions."  —  He  then  proceeds.— 
*<  If  the  Laws  of  the  Church  will  indulge  me  in 
fti  this,  I  may  then  take  the  holy  Office  upon 
«  me. — But  if  they  fay  that  a  Prieft  mould  act, 
"  and  be  in  his  Opinions  juft  as  the  People  are, 
<c  I  cannot  for  my  Part  but  difcover  my f elf  to  all." 
As  to  the  Practice  of  faying  one  thing  when 
he  thought  another,  he  declares  that  it  was  agree 
able 
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able  to  the  Rules  and  Precepts  of  Philofophy  -,  but 
then  he  fufpecls  that  it  might  not  be  thought 
fair  and  reafonable  by  the  Chrifllan  Church.  And 
here  we  fee  the  true  Ground  and  Foundation  of 
all  his  Scruples ;  as  a  Pagan  Phiiofopher,  he 
deems  this  Practice  innocent  and  honourable  ;  all 
the  Difficulty  is  that  he  does  not  know,  whether 
the  Laws  of  the  Church  would  difpenfe  with  it. 
A  very  knowing  Chriftian  truly:  And,  for  a  Bi- 
fhop,  well  verfed  in  his  Bible :  But  this  he  left 
to  the  People.  However,  //  thofe  Laws  would 
not)  he  very  generoufly  declares  that  he  would 
not  fubmit  to  it;  "  that  he  would  difcover  and 
46  explain  his  Sentiments  to  all."  Obferve,  he 
does  notftriffly  and  absolutely  fay  that  he  would 
open  his  Sentiments  to  all,  but  only  that  he  would 
do  this,  if  the  Laws  of  the  Church  required  it. 
Now  does  not  this  imply  that  he  was  content  not 
to  do  it,  if  thefe  were  not  fo  ftrict  and  rigorous, 
as  to  demand  it  ?  As  to  the  Fairnefs  and  Reafon- 
ablenefs  of  the  thing  itfelf,  he  has  no  Objection 
to  it.  The  only  Point  is,  whether  it  was  con 
fident  with  the  Rules  and  Orders  of  the  Church  k. 

But 

f  I  had  (aid  that  Synejius  fet  the  Authority  of  Plata  far 
above  that  of  the  infpireci  Penmen,  and  adhered  fo  clofe'y  to 
the  Syftem  of  the  firft,  that,  in  Confcquence  of  it,  he  gave 
up  feme  of  the  moil  clear  and  evident  Articles  of  the  Chri- 
ftian  Faith.  But  here  the  Doftor,  with  his  ufual  Acutenefs 
and  Gaiety  obferves,  "  one  may  afk  this  Author,  whence 
*'  all  this  nenv  Light  concering  Syr.fius  has  Iprung  ?  What 
*'  ne<w  ntelligence  has  he  got  ?  ,  ;e  cires  no  Body  hut  Sytte- 

"  /jus  himfelf."  p.  24. Thi^  Remark  has  a  Look  To  odd 

a:  !'  ny  make  a  .corrr  on  Rtader  itsie  —  No  btdy  but  B^nefiuf 
himjtl'f?  Why,  who  fliou'd  know  his  Mind  lo  well  ?  Or  was 
he,  after  all,  fuch  a  Dtffembler  that  he  impoiedupon  himfelf; 
or  fuch  a  Keeper  of  a  Secret  :hnt  he  would  not  trult  his  own 
Pen  with  it?  But  this  is  ail  a  Refinement  of  which  the  Doc 
tor  is  innocent.  Syn?fas  was  here  leis  in  his  Thoughts,  than 
4  -himfelf : 


But  to  proceed.      "  When  this  Author,    or 
"  any  one  die,  (fays  the  Dodor)  fpeaks  of  the 
"  Philofophers,  as  holding  or  not  holding  a  fu 
ture 

himrelf:  And  knowing  from  whence  he  gets  his  Intelligence 
of  G>ee.k  <i  that  I  had  run  upon  tick  for 

Synejtus :  And  finding  1  did  nor  qaote  the  Author  from  whom 
I  had  borrowed  my  Account  of  him,  concluded,  and  very 
riei.tly,  -  -  of  niy  own  Head.  But  *  I  cite  only 

"  ore  Letter  "    Bu  :   this  Letter  confirm  the  Point 

for  which  1  cite  it  in  very  di.cd  ana  exprefs  Terms?  As  to  the 
Creation  of  the  Soul.  trt£  <  V.'i-M]clion  of  the  World,  the  Re- 
furreftion;  the  Doctor  h^rfc.!!  will,  I  hc;-e,  allow  that 
theie  were  Cbrifi'-  • ''  .iucs ;  and  doe.^  not  Syne/ius  declare 
that  he  could  not  ?.dn  i  diem,  becauie  they  were  contrary  to 
the  Pi  incite::  of  Pm'oiophy,  or  the  Syftem  of  Plato.  Now 
what  was  this,  but  feeing  the  Authority  of  Plato  above  that 
of  the  infpired  Penmen  ? 

Again,  "  Is  it  not  Matter  of  Wonder  that  this  Man 
"  mould  be  reprefented  like  a  Knave  ;  as  if  he  were  ready  to 
"  do  any  thing  fo<  a  Rfhoprick?  As  if  he  did  in  Facl  give 
*f  up  fome  of  tne  nidi  clear  and  evident  Articles  of  the  Cbri- 
"_^/«»Fniih  for  the  v,ake  of  Preferment  ?"  p.  27.  But  he 
iniitakes ;  it  was  not  the  Bi/hop.,  but  the  Plaionift  that  I  repre- 
fent  Synefius  io  fond  of,  as  to  be  ready  to  give  up  to  this  Cha 
racter  plain  Articles  of  Faith.  My  Charge  againft  him  is 
that  he  gav.  them  up,  or  would  not  admit  them  for  the  Sake 
of  his  dear  Phitofb  hy.  And  did  not  Synefius  himfelf  fay  the 
fame  thing  before  me  ?.And  what  was  the  Difference,  in  point 
of  Vircue,  whether  he  gave  up  his  Fnirh  for  a  Bifhoprick  in 
the  Church,  or  a  ProferTorfhio  in  the  School ^f  Plato?  And 
where  Ambition  is  the  Point,  they  are  equally  capable,  as  I 
take  it,  of  laying  a  Man  open  to  Con*ui£lion. 

But  now,  what  murt  we  think  of  the  Philofophy  of  Plato t 
which  could  keep  Men  from  the  Belief  of  fuch  plain  and 
reafonable  Truths  as  thefe  are  ?  However,  the  Dodlor  men 
tions  it  as  an  high  Encomium  on  Syne/tus,  that  **  he  had  ar- 
**  rived  at  the  very  bigkeft  Top  <f  the  Platonic  Philofophy." 
How  envied  a  Prerogative  ?  An-i  what  did  his  Eminence,  I 
pray  you,  fee  from  thence  ?  A  glorious  Sight  indeed  !  no  lefs 
than  this,  That  the  Creation  of  the  Soul,  the  Ddiruclion  of 
the  World,  and  the  Refurrefiion  of  the  Body,  were  mere  Fa 
bles,  contriv'd  and  invented  for  the  Sake  of  the  People  ;  and, 
what  is  more,  he  had  a  full  View  of  that  demonft ratine  Evi 
dence  which  was  to  prove  they  were  ib.  hymeneal  and  Pbile- 

tus 


[  279  ] 

u  ture  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments,  it  is 
"  hardly  Juftice  to  them  to  argue   from  Confe- 

"  quences 

tus  too  had  arrived  at  this  high  eft  Top  of  the  Platonic  Phihfo- 
phyy  and  if  it  did  not  raife  them  to  a  Bifhoprick,  tho'  they 
avowed  their  Principles  as  frankly  as  Synejius,  yet  they  had 
their  Encomiaft  as  well  as  he.  And  this  no  bad  Divine  neither, 
for  his  time  ;  tho'  his  Language  be  fomething  different  from 
Dr.  Sykes^s.  "  But  fhun  profane  and  vain  Bablings  (fays 
"  St.  Paul  to  Timothy)  for  they  will  increafe  unto  more  Un- 
"  godlinefs.  And  their  Word  will  eat  as  doth  a  Canker  :  Of 
"  whom  is  Hymeneus  and  Philetus ;  who  concerning  the  Truth 
"  have  erred,  faying,  that  the  Refurreftion  is  pafl  already. " 
2  Ep.  ii.  if  1 6.  &  feq.  But  fuch  was  the  Apoftolic 
Purity  of  the  fifth  Century,  that  thofe  whofe  Converfation 
St.  Paul  directs  us  to  avoid,  were  now  fought  after  to  govern 
the  Church.  On  the  whole,  I  can  indeed  conceive  that  there 
are  Men  who  would  be  highly  pleafed  and  delighted  with  this 
Platonic  Profpect ;  but  what  it  can  have  to  recommend  it  to 
a  Believer,  I  mull  call  upon  the  Doctor  to  explain  at  his 
Leifure. 

But  whence,  fays  the  Doctor,  does  it  appear  that  Synejius 
ever  preached  up  this  Notion  ?  To  this  I  reply,  before  he 
enter'd  upon  his  Office,  he  promifed  and  ingaged  to  preach 
it ;  declared  that  this  Practice  was  agreeable  to  the  Rules  and 
Precepts  of  the  beft  Philofophy.  And  after  this  can  any  one 
doubt  whether  he  would  really  teach  this  Doctrine.  After  fuch 
Declarations  what  mould  hinder  him  but  another  Bifhoprick  r 

2.   Had  the  Gentleman  attended  to  the  following  Paflage, 
he  would  have  feen,  that  whether  Synejius  did  or  did  not  pro 
pagate  this  Doctrine,    the  prefent  Paflage  is  of  great  Import 
ance  to  my  main  Argument.    "  But  be  he  (Syneftus)  what  he 
"  will,   it  matters  little,  while  he  tells  us  what  Philofophy  was, 
where  he  fays  that  "  //  would  allow  the  Ufe  of  Lies  and  Fic- 
"  tions  in  this  Cafe ;   and  is   not  this  telling  us  in  effect  that 
Philofophy  allows  all  with  which  it  is  charged  by  the  Au 
thor  of  the  D.  L  ?   If  it  would  fuffer  him  to  preach  up  the 
Doctrine  of  the  Refurrection,   &c.  while  he  believ'd  them 
to  be  mere  Fables,  it  is  evident  that  it  would  difpenfe  with 
his  faying  one  thing  when  he  thought  another."     Now  what 
is  the  Drift  of  this  Obfervation,   but    to  {hew,    that  Philo 
fophy,  in  the  Opinion  of  Synefius,   allowed  every   thing  with 
which  it  is  charged  by  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.?   And  is  not 
this  fupported  for  ivant  of  better   Authority ,  by   the   exprefs 
Declaration  of  Synejius  himfelf  ? 
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<c  quences  which  we  do  not  know  whether  they  ad- 
*'  mittedor  not. — "  A  Man  fhouid  be  very  ten- 
*'  der  how  he  realbns  without  having  the  full 
"  Words,  of  an  Author  bimfelf.*'  Find.  p.  34,  35. 
I  have  fhewn  that  the  Stoics  held  the  Refufion 
of  the  Soul,  and  that  this  Notion  was  incon- 
fiftent  with  the  Belief  of  future  Rewards  and  Pu- 
nifhments.-  But  then  I  have  fhewn  too  by  plain 
and  direcl  Tefti  monies,  that  the  Stoics  them- 

"  It  is  fa  id  by  Photius^  (continues  the  Doctor)  that  after 
"  he  was  made  a  Bifhop,  the  Dodrine  of  the  Refurrection 
"  was  believed  by  him."  Look  you  there  now  j  did  not  I  fay 
what  a  flrange  Power  a  Bifhoprick  has  of  opening  Men's  Eyes  ? 
— "  Now  admitting  (fays  he)  that  he  preached  up  this  Doc- 
"  trine,  after  he  had  made  fo  ftrong  a  Declaration  againft  it, 
•«  —this  was  confident  with  his  known  Honefty.  For  it  only 
"  jberucs  that  be  refufed  to  preach  if,  ^ivhen  he  was  not  convinced 
''  of  i  s  Truth  ;  and  afterwards  'when  he  ivas  convinced,  he  did 
"  in  Fa  ft  preach  it"  Vindication,  p.  28.  But  how  does  it 
{hew  this?  What  Photius  affirms,  is,  tba$Sy*iejfos,  after  he 
was  poflefs'd  of  his  Office,  did  really  entertain  the  Doctrine 
of  the  Refurrection.  But  does  he  fay  that  this  Change  was 
wrought  immediately  ?  As  he  did  not  fay  this,  Sjnejius  might 
very  confidently,  with  all  this  Writer  fays,  teach  this  Doctrine 
previous  to  his  Belief  of  it. 

2.  The  Strefs  of  my  Argument,  as  1  jufl  obferved,  lies  in 
quite  another  Point.  Synefas  pron~  is'd  and  ingaged  to  preach 
up  this  very  Doctrine,  when  he  did  hot  believe  it.  Mufl  he 
not  therefore  hold  it  lawful  to  fay  one  thing  and  think  an 
other  ? — He  undertakes  too  to  jultiiy  this  by  the  flrict  Princi 
ples  of  Philofophy.  And  does  not  this  (hew  that  the  Author 
of  the  D.  L.  has  imputed  nothing  more  to  the  Philofophers 
in  this  refpecl  than  what  is  flrictly  true  ?  This,  J  think,  can 
hardly  be  dilputed,  as  the  Doctor  himfelf  allows  that  Syne- 
Jius  was  excellently  well  Hdlled  in  the  ancient  Syilems ;  that 
he  had  reached  "  the  very  higheft  Top  of  the  Platonic  Phi- 
"  lofophy." 

"  This  only  fhews  that  he  refufed  to  preach  it  when  he  was 
"  not  convinced  of  its  Truth."  But  how  does  it  appear  that 
lie  ever  refufed  to  preach  it  ?  To  ufe  the  Doctor's  own  Words, 
let  meaflchim,  "  whence  all  this  n£-iv  Light  concerning  Sj- 
*'  r.efius  has  fprung  ?  What  nenv  Intelligence  has  he  got  ?  He 
*'  cites  no  Body,  not  wtn  Sjxefits  bimjelf" 

felves 


[28i 

felves  did  admit  this  very  Confequence  ;  and  to 
fupport  this  I  appealed  to  the  clear  and  exprefs 
Words  of  the  Authors  themfelves.  With  what 
Face  then  could  this  Writer  infinuate  that  I  had 
all  along  been  inforcing  a  mere  Confequence  of  my 
own ;  that  "  I  had  not  the  full  Words  of  the 
"  Authors  themfelves  before  me  ?  "  Did  he  be 
lieve  that  no  Body  bad  read  my  Book  ?  Or  had 
he  the  more  reafonable  Expectation  that  no  Body 
would  read  his? 

Page  35,  36.  he  repeats  his  old  Objection, 
that  the  fecret  Doctrines  were  not  inferted  and 
publifhed  in  the  Writings  of  the  Ancients.  But 
here  I  need  only  refer  my  1  elf  to  what  has  been 
advanced  on  this  Head  in  the  lad  Chapter. 

Sect.  4.  But  to  clofe  with  an  Inftance  above 
all  Exception,  even  from  this  Doctor's  own  Writ 
ings;  nay,  from  that  very  Treatife,  in  which  he  has 
exerted  all  his  Strength  and  Learning  to  prove, 
that  no  fucn  Inftance  can  pofTibly  be  produced. 
With  regard  to  Plato  he  fays,  *'  Let  him  fpeak 
"  for  the  popular  Opinions  at  fome  Times,  and 
"  even  laugh  at  them  at  pther  Times,  all  that 
"  will  follow  is,  that  Plato  dijbelieved  tbe  popular 
"  Opinions  of  tbe  Gods\  not  that  he  difbelieved 
"  the  Being  of  a  God:  And  fo  in  the  other 
"  Cafe,  fuppofing  that  he  did  not  believe  the 
"  popular  Opinions  of  a  future  State  of  Rewards 
"  and  Punifhments,  that  there  were  three  Judges 
"  in  Hades.,  &c.  it  will  not  follow  that  he  did 
"  not  believe  a  future  State  of  real  proper  Re- 
4C  wards  and  Punifhments,"  Did  he  then- fpeak. 
fometimes  for  the  popular  Opinions  of  tbe  Gods-, 
or  infift  on  the  Divinity  of  Hercules,  jEfculapius9 
&c.  and  yet  at  thefe  very  Times  difbelieve  tbefe 
Opinions  cr  tbis  Divinity  ?  Here  then  is  a  plain 
Inftance  that  be  faid  one  Thing  and  thought  ano- 
T  tber. 


ther.  Should  you,  Sir,  preach  up  the  Divinity 
of  a  deceafed  Mortal  •,  fhould  you,  for  Inftance, 
in  China*  maintain  that  their  Fo  was  really  and 
aftually  a  God  ;  might  you  not  be  fairly  charged 
with  faying  one  thing  and  thinking  another? 
and  yet  how  would  your  Cafe  differ  from  that  of 
Plato,  teaching  the  Divinity  of  J£fculapius>  Her 
cules,  &c. 

"  All  that  will  follow  is,  that  Plato  difbelieved 
**  the  popular  Opinions  of  the  Gods,  not  that  he 
<c  difbelieved  the  Being  of  a  God."  But  what  is 
this  to  the  Purpofe  \  or  how  does  it  confute  what 
Mr.  Warburton  has  advanced  on  this  Point  ?  Has 
he  any  where  faid  that  Plato  difbelieved  the  Being 
of  a  God,  merely  becaufe  he  laughed  at  the  po 
pular  Divinities  ?  And  yet  the  Argument  of  his 
learned  Adverfary  received-all  the  little  Force  it 
has  from  that  very  Stfppofition.  The  Doctor 
might  believe  the  Being  -ef  a  God,  at  the  very 
Time  he  preached  up  the  Divinity  of  Fo ;  but 
would  this  prove  that  he  did  not  fay  one  thing 
and  think  another,  when  he  infifted  that  Fo  was 
truly  and  properly  a  God? 

And  here,  let  it  be  obferved  once  for  all,  that, 
when  we  fay  the  Philofophers  difbelieved  the 
Divinity  of  Hercules^  Romulus^  £*ff.  we  do  not 
bring  this  to  prove  that  they  did  not  believe  the 
Being  of  a  God;  we  only  bring  it  to  fhew  that 
they  thought  one  thing,  and  fpoke  another,  with 
refpect  to  the  national  Gods.  And  muft  not  this 
neceffarily  be  the  Cafe,  if  they  afferted  that  thefe 
Jaft  were  Gods,  while  they  believed  nothing  of 
the  matter?  It  will  be  to  no  Purpofe  to  reply, 
that  they  believed  the  Being  of  a  God ;  if  you 
would  clear  them  from  the  prefent  Charge,  you 
muft  fhew  that  they  believed  the  Divinity  of  Her- 
r,  Romulus,  &c* 

lam 


I  am  at  a  lofs  to  conceive  what  clearer  Proof 
can  be  required,  that  the  external  and  internal  Doc 
trines  were  founded  upon  Propofitions  oppofite 
and  contrary  to  each  other.  It  is  agreed,  that 
the  Philolbphers  did  inculcate  the  Worfhip  of 
the  true  God,  to  their  intimate  and  felect  Friends: 
It  is  agreed  too,  that,  when  they  addreffed  them- 
felves  to  the  Populace,  they  taught  and  enforced 
the  Worfhip  of  dead  Men.  Do  they  not  there^ 
fore  preach  up  one  Object  of  Adoration  to  their 
Friends,  and  another  to  the  People  ?  And  if  the 
public  and  private  Doctrines  relate  to  thefe  diffe 
rent  Objects,  muft  they  not  necefiarily  go  upon 
contrary  Propofitions  ? 

I  cannot  fee  what  the  learned  Doctor  will  reply- 
to  this,  unlefs  he  fays  that  the  Philofophers  did 
really  inculcate  the  Worfhip  of  the  true  God, 
under  the  Names  of  Hercules,  Romulus,  &a 
Upon  this  Suppofition,  the  two  Doctrines  would 
indeed  contain  only  one  and  the  fame  Propofi* 
tion.     But  the  Suppofition  is  falfe  and  ground- 
lefs  •,  we  are  as  certain  as  Hiftory  and  Fact  cart 
make  us,  that  the  Philofophers,  in   their  public 
teaching,   endeavoured  to  advance  thefe  dead 
Men  into  real  Deities ;  that  they  did  not  fcruple 
to  declare  them  to  be  true  and  proper  Gods.  This 
appears  from  thePafTageof  Cicero  cited,  p.  53,  54. 
Magis  eft  in  Romulo  admirandum,  quod  cseteri* 
qui  Dii  ex  hominibus  facti  effe  dicuntur,  minus 
cruditis  hominum  faeculis  fuerunt,    ut  fingendi 
proclivior  eflet  ratio,  cum  impend  ad  credendum 
facile  impellerentur.     Romuli  autern  setatem  mi 
nus  his  fexcentis  jam  inveteratis  literis,  atque  doc- 
trinis,  omnique  illo  antiquo  ex  inculta  hominum 
vita  errore  fublato  fuifle  cernimus.      It   is  the 
whole  Purpofe  of  this  Argument  to  afTert  and 
prove  that  Romulus  was  really  and  actually  be- 
T  2  come 
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eome  a  God.  The  Circumftances  of  the  Time 
and  Age,  in  which  his  Divinity  was  admitted, 
confine  the  Argument  to  him  only. 

Again,  *c  <j$uod  autem  ex  hominum  genere 
cs  confecratos,  ficut  Herculem  et  cateros  coli  lex 
**  jubet,  indicat  omnium  guidem  animos  immorta- 
*'  les  ejje ;  fortium  bonorumque  divinos."  Cicero 
De  legg.  ii.  12,  Does  not  this  PafTage  clearly 
fugged,  that  Hercules,  &c.  were  now  creeled 
into  fo  many  actual  and  real  Gods  ?  Is  it  poffible 
to  inculcate  the  Worfhip  of  dead  Men  in  more 
plain  and  ftrong  Terms  ? 

"  And  fo  in  the  other  Cafe,  fuppofing  that  he 
<c  did  not  believe  the  popular  Opinions  of  a  future 
".  State,  it  will  not  follow  that  he  did  not  believe 
"  a  future  State  of  Rewards  and  Punifhments." 
"What  Dependence  the  Doctrine  of  a  future  State 
had  on  the  common  Fables,  has  been  confidered 
already  ;  I  mean,  (for  my  Argument  confined  me 
tq  that  fingle  Point)  fo  far  as  regards  future  Pu- 
nijhments.  That  the  Ancients  could  not  believe 
'"thefirft  and  yet  maintain  the  laft,  has  been  proved 
upon  their  own  Authority.  If  the  Doctor  in 
fills  on  the  contrary,  all  he  has  to  do,  is  to  (hew 
that  Cicero  and  Ovid,  Seneca  and  Epiftetus  knew 
nothing  of  the  Matter ;  for,  if  they  were  right, 
the  clear  and  inevitable  Confequence  is,  that  he 
mu^t  be  wrong. 

2^/x,  Why  is  he  fo  induflrious  to  ftifle  and 
ibpprefs  the  Evidence  againft  him  ?  He  all  along 
fuppofes  that  the  Teflimonies  alledged  on  the 
otMfc*  Side,  reject  only  what  he  calls  the  popular 
Opinions  of  a  future  State  :  But  moft  of  them 
go  much  deeper  e.  "  Death  is  the  final  Period 

8  Thefe  PalTages  hare  been  already  quoted  frcxn  drlftotk 
and  Seneca, 

.«  of 
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'.*  of  Exiftence ;  beyond  that  there  is  neither 
"  Good  nor  Evil  for  the  dead  Man  to  dread  or 
"  hope."  Brevis  morbus  aut  extinguet,  aut  ex- 
tinguetur.  In  utroque  finis  dolendi  eft.— Ad- 
mone  nullum  mali  fenfum  ad  cum,  qui  periit, 
pervenire. — Is  the  Scope  and  Tenour  of  thefe 
PaiTages  confident  with  the  Belief  of  any  future 
Rewards  or  Punifhments  whatfoever  ?  If  it  be 
not,  it  is  plain  theefoteric  Doctrine  (for  no  Man 
furely  will  give  thefe  Paflages  to  the  exoteric) 
did  really  and  effectually  exclude  the  very  Poffi- 
bility  of  all  future  Happinefs  and.Mifery,  the 
plain  and  neceffary  Confequence  of  which,  is, 
that  the  learned  Writer,  in  his  Treatife  on  the 
double  Doftrine,  has  all  along  been  labouring  to 
maintain  an  Hypothefis  againft  Fact  and  plain 
Teftimony. 

But,  before  we  conclude,  it  may  be  neceffary 
to  confider  this  Objection  more  at  large,  as  the 
learned  Writer  often  repeats  it  with  an  Air  of 
uncommon  Triumph  and  Complacency.  He  alks, 
If  the  Philofophers  difbelieved  the  popular  Divi 
nities,  and  yet  really  believed  the  Being  of  a 
God  j  why  might  they  not  reject  the  popular 
Opinions  of  a  future  State,  and  at  the  fome  hold 
a  future  State  of  real  Rewards  and  Punifhments  ? 
cc  Now  as  they  who  did  not  believe  Hercules  and 
"  Mfculafius  to  be  Gods,  did  not  for  that  Rea- 
*c  fon  difbelieve  the  Exiftence  of  a  governing 
"  Mind  ;  fo  they  that  did  not  believe  JEacus  or 
"  Minos  to  be  Judges  of  Hell,  did  not  for  that 
*c  Reafon  difbelieve  all  future  Rewards  and  Pu- 
"  nifhments."  Sykes's  Examination*  p.  98,  9. 
This  is  well  put  -,  and  looks  like  Reafon ;  which 
is  more  than  we  can  fay  of  any  thing  in  Mr. 
Jackfon.  However,  on  Examination  iif  will  be 
T  3  found 
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found  to  have  nothing  in  it  j  the  two  Cafes  being 
widely  different. 

Fir  ft  *  When  we  explained  their  Dodrine  of 
the  Soul,  we  Ihew'd'that  they  held  a  Principle 
inconfiftent  with  the  Belief  of  a  future  State. 
But  will  the  learned  Doctor  undertake  to  point 
out  any  particular  Notion  or  Sentiment  of  theirs, 
which  cannot  be  reconciled  to  the  Belief  of  a 
God? 

'idly,  At  the  very  time  that  they  condemn  and 
arraign  the  popular  Divinities,  they  declare  for 
the  Being  of  a  God.  Thus  Varro  fays,  "  that 
««  Hercules  and  JEfcuiapius,  Caftor  and  Pollux 
*c  were  not  Gods  :'*  But  he  fays  too,  "  they 
<c  only  feem  to  have  a  right  Notion  of  God, 
cc  who  conceive  him  to  be  a  Soul,  actuating  and 
*c  governing  all  things  by  his  Wifdom  V  But 
was  this  the  Cafe  with  regard  to  Styx,  Acheron, 
and  Cocytus  ?  When  they  difclaim  thefe,  do  they 
ever  fubftitute,  in  their  room,  any  future  Puniih- 
ments,  feparate  and  diftinct  from  them,  in  the 
infernal  Regions  ?  Will  the  learned  Writer  pre 
tend  they  did?  One  would  hardly  believe  him  fo 
adventrous  but  for  fome  weak  Efforts  he  makes, 
which  Jopk  that  Way. 

3^/y,  As  to  the  popular  Stories  of  eternal  Tor 
ments,  they  give  us  thefe  as  the  only  Foundation 
and  Support  of  future  Punifhments.  If  therefore 
they  explode  thefe,  they  muft  of  courfe  explode 

h  Qjr<e  Aim  autem  Ilia,  quae  prolata  in  multitudinem  nocent? 
Haec,  inquit,  non  efTe  deos  Herculem,  ^Efculapium,  Caftorein, 
Pollucem.  Proditur  enim  a  doftis,  quod  homines  fuerint,  & 
humand  conditione  defecerint.— But  this  fame  Varro  fays. 
Quod  hi  foli  ei  videantur  animadvertiffe,  quid  effet  Deus,  qui 
crediderunt  eum  effeanimam,  motu  ac  ratione  mundum  guber- 
nantem.  Augujtin*  tit  Civ.  Dti,  1.  iy.  27.  3 1 . 

all 


all  future  Punifhments  whatfoever;  and  (what 
would  we  have  more?)  they  tell  us,  that  they 
did  fo.  But  was  this  the  Cafe  with  regard  to  their 
popular  Divinities  ?   Do  they  ever  reprefent  thefe 
Jaft  as  the  only  Reafon,   the  fingle  Ground ',  on 
which  they  could  believe  the  Being  of  a  Deity  ? 
The  learned  Writer  will  not  fay  they  do.     Why 
then  does  he  give  thefe  as  Cafes  exactly  parallel  ? 
Lafttyt  We  have  brought  feveral  Paffages,  in 
which  the  Philofophers  difclaim  all  future  Re 
wards  and  Punifhments  whatfoever.     But  has  the 
learned  Author  brought  any,  in  which  they  deny 
the  Being  of  a  God  ?  No  j  all  he  (hews  is  that 
they  fbmetimes  difcard  the  popular  Divinities,  or 
reject  the  common  Polytheifm.     What  is  there 
therefore  that  can  excufe  a  candid  Writer  for  re- 
prefenting  thefe  as  parallel  and  like  Cafes  ?  When 
he  produces  as  plain  Proofs  of  their  Denial  of  the 
Being  of  a  God,  as  I  have  of  their  Denial  of  a 
future  State,  it  may  be  pertinent  to  confider  how 
far  this  will  affect  our  prefent  Argument.    But  I 
predict,  that  this,  and  his  Opennefs  to  Conviftion 
will  come  together. 

Turn  we  now  again  to  our  Doctor.  "  Let  us 
"  firft,  fays  he,  fuppofe  what  will  not  be  allow- 
<c  ed,  that  Plato  did  in  this  Point,  fay  one  thing 
*'  and  think  another ;  yet  it  will  not  come  up  to 
**  the  Point  in  debate,  unlefs  it  firft  be  proved 
*c  that  this  was  done  in  confequence  of  the  double 
4C  Doftrine."  p.  36,  37,  i.  Why  will  he  not 
allow  that  Plato  in  this  Point  faid  one  thing  and 
thought  another  ?  Should  the  Dodtor  himfelf 
preach  up  at  China  that  their  Fo  was  really  and 
actually  a  Godj  might  he  not  be  fairly  charged 
with  faying  one  thing  and  thinking  another?  And 
yet  how  would  his  Cafe  differ  from  that  of  Plato 
T  4  teaching 
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teaching  the  Divinity  of  jEfculapius,  Hercules* 

&c — 2.  But  allowing  that  Plato  and  the  Phikf 

fophers  did  in  this  Point  fay  one  thing  and  think 

another;  why  do  I  impute  this  to  the  f^^le  Doc- 

trine  ?  To  this  I  reply,  that  I  do  it  merely  out 

of  a  Regard   to  Truth;    purely    becaufe  Plato 

himfelf  and  the  Philofophers  have  done  the  very 

fame  thing.     When  Plato  tells  us  that  the  true 

Notion  of  God  could  not  be  fafely  intruded  to 

the  People  ;— -When  Sc#vola  fays  that  the  true 

and  real  Origin  of  their  Hero  Gods  could  not  be 

publinVd  and  made  known  to  the  Multitude,  do 

they  not  plainly  intimate    and  fuggeft,  that  thefe 

were  private  Notions  ?  And,  what  is  more,  does 

not  the  Doctor  himfelf  offer  thefe  as  two  fecret 

Dodlrines  ?  Why  then  all  this  Clamour  againft: 

me  for  only  repeating  his  own  AfTertion  ? 

3.  As  the  Philofophers  believ'd  the  Being  of 
a  God,  and  yetdifclaim'd  the  popular  Divinities ; 
fo  the  Doctor  contends  they  might  difcard  the 
Stories  of  Styx,  Acheron^  &c.  and  yet  hold  the 
Reality  of  future  Punimments.  Now  I  have 
urged  feveral  Arguments  to  mew  that  the  Cafe 
was  not  parallel.  And  how  came  "  the  Hand  fo 
<c  accuftomed  to  Slaughter"  to  forbear  attacking 
them  ?  But  however  the  Doctor  may  affect  to 
overlook  them,  every  Body  elfe,  I  dare  fay,  will 
allow  that  they  are  out  of  his  reach. 

Let  me  obferve,  that  if  any  fingle  Inftance 
comes  up  to  the  Point  for  which  it  is  alledged  ; 
this  of  itfelf  will  be  fufficient  to  confute  and  over 
throw  his  whole  Hypothecs.  What  he  contends 
for,  is,  that  no  fuch  Inftance  can  poffibly  be  pro 
duced  ;  it  is  therefore  his  Bufmefs,  if  he  expects 
to  make  any  JmprerTion  on  his  Reader,  to  exa 
mine  every  particular  Inftance,  that  has  been 
urged  againft  him. 

But, 


But,  this  Repetition,  again,  of  the  old  Song 
• — the  double  Doffirine,  gives  me  an  Opportunity 
of  doing  the  Doctor  Juftice-,  and  acquainting  the 
Public  with  what  I  have  learnt  of  him:  Which 
is  a  choice  Recipe  for  the  Management  of  a  clofe 
Reafoner,  the  mod  intractable  of  all    kind  of 
Writers.     Anfwerers  have  their  various  Gifts  and 
Graces  to  profit  withal  ;  fome  in  this  Manner, 
and  fome  in  that.     But  I  know  of  nothing  that 
equals  the  Simplicity  and  Force  of  our  Doctor's 
Magifterium.      Your   clofe  Reafoners  generally 
found  their  Syftem  upon  fome  one  great  Princi 
ple  ;  from  whence  all  flows,   as  from  it's  Source, 
with  Qearnefs  and  Abundance.     Now  the  Doc 
tor's  way  is  this,   he  pollutes,  and  by  polluting 
turns  away,  the  Fountain  •,   and  fo  leaves  the  Le 
viathan  of  a  Syftem  on  dry  Ground.     'Tis  done 
too  with  a  Trifle  of  Expence ;  only  putting  a  per- 
verfe  Senfe  on  the  Proportion  in  which  the  Prin 
ciple  is  contained.     And   now,  as  fad  as  Confe- 
quences  and  Deductions  arife,  apply  your  fophi- 
iticated  Propofition  to  them,  and  they  go  as  eafily 
as  they  came.     The  whole  performed    without 
any  kind  of  Trouble  to  the  Anfwerer ;  and  with 
little  more  to  the  Reader  than  the  Naufea  of  fre 
quent  Repetition.    Which  is  no  more  than  one 
expects  in  the  prefent  Practice  of  Phyfic,   whe 
ther  of  Mind  or  Body.     Now  of  this  Mafter- 
piece   of  Addrefs    our  Doctor   has  .  given    two 
inimitable  Examples   in  his  Practice  upon  the 
Divine  Legation :    The  one  in  the  Cafe  of  the 
extraordinary  Providence  of  the  Jews ;  and  the 
other,  in  the  double  Doftrine  of  the  Philofophers. 
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CHAP.    XV. 

Some  Remarks  on  Dr.  Sykes's  own  Account  of 
the  double  Doflrine. 

TH  E  Dodlor  fometimes  takes  upon  him  to 
aflert  that  the  popular  Doftrine  was  fuited 
to  the  Capacities^  and  not  to  the  Prejudices  of  the 
Vulgar:  But  then  he  in  other  Places  as  plainly 
tells  us,  that  it  was  taught  in  Compliance  to  their 
Prejudices  only a.  How  is  it  poffible  to  hold  him, 
while  he  thus  at  every  Turn  gives  up  his  own 
Principles  ;  while  he  takes  up  contradictory  No 
tions  on  the  very  fame  Subject  ?  Or  rather  what 
occafion  for  any  Hold  of  him  at  all,  while  he 
thus  hampers  himfelf  in  his  own  Contradictions  ? 
2.  Aldus  Gellius  is  one  of  the  Writers,  on 
whofe  Authority  the  Doctor  lays  great  Strefs, 
And  what  is  his  Account  of  this  Matter  ?  Why, 
according  to  him,  "  Exoteric*  were  fuch  Dif- 
**  courfes  as  related  to  Rhetoric,  the  Art  or  Fa- 
*c  sulty  of  fpeaking  acutely ',  and  the  Knowledge  of 
c<  civil  Affairs.  Acroatics.  were  called  fuch  Dil- 
*«  courfes,  in  which  the  more  prof ound  and  fubtilc 
**  Philofophy  was  concerned  j  fuch  as  related  to 
4<  the  Contemplations  of  Nature  and  dialectical 

•  *'  Nor  was  the  exoteric  Do£lrine  accommodated  to  the 
"  Prejudices  of  the  Vulgar,  but  to  the  Capacities  of  them.** 
p.  98. 

"  Plato  thought  there  were  fome  Truths,  which  it  was  not 
**  fit  the  People  ihould  know :  Scavo/a,  in  like  manner,  thought 
**  that  the  People  were  not  to  be  intruded,  that  Hercules,  Ca- 
"Jlor,  &c.  were  not  Gods,  but  had  been  mortal  Men.  In  this 
**  Point  then  they  complied  with  popular  Prejudices^  believing 
•'  the  Exiftence  of  God  and  his  Providence,  though  not 
•*  believing  the  popular  Opinions  of  the  national  Gods.1* 

«  Difputes 


[  291  ] 

*  Difputes  b."  What  now  is  the  Sum  of  all  this  ? 
Why,  that  the  popular  and  fecret  Doctrines  re 
late  to  different  and  diftinft  Subjefts.  But  does 
not  the  Doctor  fee,  that  if  this  Teftimony  has 
any  Force,  it  intirely  overthrows  his  own  Ac 
count  of  the  double  Doctrine  ?  For  what  is  his 
own  Account,  but  that  the  popular  Doctrine  was 
only  a  bare  Metaphor  or  figurative  Reprefenta- 
tion  ;  invented  as  a  Veil  and  Cover  of  the  fecret 
Doctrine,  which  could  not  be  fafely  conveyed  to 
the  People  in  an  open  and  direct  Manner  ?  But 
does  not  this  evidently  fuppofe  that  the  two  Do- 
drines  relate  to  one  and  the  fame  Subject  ?  And 
is  not  this  contrary  to  the  exprefs  Teftimony  of 
Aulu3  QelliuS)  on  whofe  Authority  the  Doctor  la 
bours  to  erect  his  main  Syftem  ?  Again,  in  the 
Beginning  of  his  Treatife  on  this  Point,  he  tells 
us  that  the  two  Doctrines  had  different  Subje&s  \ 
that  "  the  Difference  between  the  exoteric  and 
<*  efoteric  Doctrines  was  founded  on  the  Perfons, 
*'  Subjefts,  Times."  p.  83.  However,  he  after 
wards  declares,  "  that  tbe  very  fame  Notions 
?c  treated  in  a  different  Manner,  might,  and  very 
*'  probably  did,  make  the  efoteric  and  exoteric'* 
P.  108.  How,  Sir !  did  the  two  Doctrines  relate 
to  different  Subjects,  and  yet  contain  the  wry 
fame  Notion  ?  And  have  we  this  Account  from 
one,  who  undertakes  to  explain  and  clear  up  all 
the  Difficulties  belonging  to  the  double  Do- 
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3.  "  The  Philofophers,  or  fome  of  tbem  (fays 
he)  might  find  Reafon  to  reject  the  poetical  or 
"  political  Gods,  and  to  reject  too  the  vulgar  No- 
"  tions  of  Styx9  Acheron^  and  Cocytus."  p.  99. 
What  then  did  only  fome  of  tbe  Pbilofophers  really 

*  Sjktft  Examination,  p.  78. 

difcard 
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difcard  thefe  Fictions  ?  What  Pity  it  is,  that  the 
Doclor  would  not  point  out  the  Paffages,  on 
which  he  builds  this  wonderful  Difcovery  ?  The 
mere  Novelty  of  the  thing  will  make  one  expect 
it  with  a  little  Impatience.  But  after  all,  how 
came  this  ftrange  AfTertion  from  fo  warm,  fo 
flrenuous  an  Advocate  for  the  old  Philofophers? 

4.  The  Doctor,  in  his  great  Zeal  to  fupport 
the  Credit  of  thefe  ancient  Sages,  allures  us,  that 
THEIR  POPULAR  DOCTRINE  WAS  OF  THE  SAME 
NATURE  WITH  THE  PARABLES  USED  BY  OUR 
BLESSED  SAVIOUR  c.     But  was  it  then  the  Cu- 
flom  of  our  Saviour  to  fay  one  thing  to  the  People, 
and  quite  the  contrary  to  their  Leaders  ?  or  are 
there  in  the  New  Teftament  any  Traces  (pardon 
the  Mention  ! )  of  that  grofs  and  knavim  Difii- 
mulation,  of  which  we  have  fo  many  Inftances 
in  the  Writings  of  the  old  Philofophers  ?    To- 
LAND,  "  who  made  it  (as  Mr.  W.  truly  obferves) 
"  the  Bufmefs  of  a  wretched  Life  to  fhed  his 
"  Malignity  on  every  thing  great  and  vener- 
<c  able,"  did  not,  however,  carry  his  Infolence 
and  Folly  fo  far,  as  to  brand  the  preaching  of  the 
holy  Jefus  by  fo  odious  and  deteftable  a  Compari- 
fon.  "  FAR  BE  IT  FROM  ME,  fays  he,  TO  M  AKE 

*'  ANYCOMPARISON  B  ET  WEEN  THEM  (our  Lord 

«c  and   his  Apoftles)     AND    THE   NATIONS  OR 

«  SECTS    I    HAVE   BROUGHT   ON  THE  STAGE    IN 

ic  THIS  DISCOURSE  d.}> 

5.  "  It  is  well  known  (fays  he)  how  zealous 
<l  the  Fathers  of  the   Church  were  againft  the 
"  Heathens ;    they   charged    them   with  every 
4C  thing  that  could  make  the  World  have  a  light 
"  Efteem  for  them  or  their  Notions.  Now  what 

c  Examination,  p.  96.  &V.     VindiwtiQn,  p.  30. 
d  Tetradymus,  p.  78. 

"  a  nobk 
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**  a  noble  Field  would  here  have  been  opened, 
c*  could  they  have  charged  their  Sages  and  Phi- 
**  lofophers  with  the  DifTimulation,  which  Mr. 
"  Warburton  has  here  done  ?  Could  they  have 
"  loaded  them  with  the  Grime  of  believing  one 
"  thing*  and  teaching  another ,  with  lying,  with 
"  impofmg  on  the  Credulity  of  the  People  \  what 
<c  a  Difplay  of  Rhetoric  fhould  we  have  had  ? 
"  Could  there  have  been  a  more  fit  Occafion  for 
"  Satire,  or  for  Declamation,  than  what  fuch 
"  Conducl  would  have  afforded  ?  They  knew 
tc  of  the  double  Dodrine  ;  but  they  were  fo  far 
".  from  imagining  that  Pfatoj  or  Ariflotle,  &c. 
"  were  guilty  of  any  Crime,  or  deferved  any 
cc  Blame,  that  they  never  reproach  them  on  that 
"..  Account."  Examination,  p.  88. 

To  this  I  reply,  i.  I  have  (hewn  that  the  Phi- 
lofophers  were  guilty  of  this  grofs  Diflimulation, 
by  plain  and 'unqueftionable  Facls ;  which  every 
reafonable  Man,  I  dare  fay,'  will  allow  to  be  de- 
cifive:  And  muft  we  rejedb  thefe  clear  Fads, 
purely  becaufe  they  are  not  mentioned  by  the  Fa 
thers  ?  Is  this  dumb  and  foolifh  negative  Evi 
dence  to  be  heard  before  the  loud  Voice  of  pofi- 
tive  Teflimony,  fpeaking  too  againfl  itfelf  ? 

2.  But  to  come  to  thofe  new  Favourites  of  the 
Do6lor,  the  Fathers  of  the  Church  :  And  here  if 
the  contrary  to  what  he  fays,  be  true  in  every 
Particular  -,  if  thefe  primitive  Writers  charge  the 
Philofophers  with  the  very  -Diffimulation  and  Hy- 
focrify  here  mentioned-,  if  they  load  them  with  the 
Crime  of  believing  one  thing  and  faying  another  -9 
'with  lying  ;  with  impofmg  on  the  Credulity  of  the 

People^ What  will  become  of  the  Argument 

which  the  Dodtor  here  difplays  with  fo  much 
Pomp  and  Oflentation  ?  Very  unlucky  is  our 

learned 
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earned  Doftor  :  He  has  been  at  great  Pains  to 
Ihew  his  Reader  he  knows  nothing  of  Prof  bans 
Antiquity  ;  and,  in  the  Buftle,  has  betrayed  an 
equal  Ignorance  of  the  Eccleftaftic. 

Eufebius  does  not  fcruple  to  reproach  Plato 
with  this  very  Practice  ;  charges  him  with  mean 
Diffimulation,  for  teaching  Doctrines  which  he 
believed  to  be  falfe,  merely  out  of  Reverence 
and  Regard  to  the  Laws  of  his  Country  e.  La~ 
ftantius,  mentioning  Cicero  on  this  very  account, 
fays  f,  Quid  ergo  ipfe  in  eodem  verfaris  errore  ? 
Video  te  terrena,  et  manufadla  venerari  :  Vana 
efle  intelligis  :  Et  tamen  eadem  facis,  quae  faci- 
unt  ipfi,  quos  ipfe  ftultifiimos  confiteris.  Quid 
igitur  profuit  vidifie  te  veritatem,  quam  nee  de- 
fenfurus  efles,  nee  fecuturus  ?  Si  libenter  errant 


'  Kai  TO  tzraga  ynupw  J«  rotvret,  A<y«r  ruv  toptH  ivix.cc, 

otfi-rto-w,  o(Aofayv)<ra,$t   or*   $tcn  uropHws  ?*  *°(**   «r»r«y«» 
.  Praep.  Evang.  xiii.  I.  -  AXX«  y*p  rent*  it  %<*?»  airo- 
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f  D/VJ*.  /«^/V.  2,  3.  He  begins  the  Chapter  thus  :  Sed  quid 
prodeft  ad  vulgus,  &  ad  homines  imperitos  hoc  modo  concio- 
nari  r  Cum  videamus  etiam  doftos,  et  prudentes  viros,  cum  re- 
ligionum  intelligant  vanitatem,  nihilominus  tamen  in  iis  iplis, 
quas  damnant,  colendis,  nefcio  qua  pravitate  perftare.  Intelli- 
gebat  Cicero  falfa  efle,  qux  homines  adorarent  :  Nam  cum 
multa  dixiftet,  quae  ad  everfionem  religionum  valerent  ;  ait  ta 
men  non  efle  ilia  vulgo  difputanda,  ne  fufceptas  publice  religi- 
ones  difputatio  talis  extinguat  :  Quid  ei  fades,  qui,  cum  errare 
fe  fentiat,  ultro  ipfe  in  lapides  impingat,  ut  populus  omnis  of- 
fendat  ?  Ipfe  fibi  oculos  eruat,  ut  omnes  caeci  fmt  ?  qui  nee  de 
aliis  bene  mereatur,  quos  patitur  errare  ;  nee  de  feipfo,  qui  a- 
lienis  accedit  erroribus  ;  nee  utitur  tandem  fapientise  fuae  bono, 
ut  faftis  impleat,  quod  mente  percepit. 

Arnobius,  mentioning  this  Cuftom,  fays,  nunc  vero,  cum  a- 
liud  creditis,  8c  aliud  fingitis,  &  in  eos  eftis  contumeliofi,  qui- 
bus  id  attribuitis,  quod  eos  confitemini  non  efle  :  Et  irreligiofi 
efle  monilramini,  cum  id  adoratis  quod  fingitis,  non  quod  in  re 
efle,  ipfaque  in  veritate,  cenfetis.  1.  iii.  p.  109.  Lug.  Ed. 

etiam 


etiam  ii,  qui  errare  fe  fentkmt,  quanto  magis 
vulgus  indo&um  ?  St.  Auftin  too  fpoke  of  this 
Cafe  with  great  Severity  and  Sharpnefs,  but  furely 
not  with  more  than  fo  bafe  and  profligate  a  Pra- 
dlife  deferred .  Quod  utique  non  aliam  ob  cau- 
fam  faftum  videtur,  nifi  quia  hominum  velut  pru- 
dentium,  &  fapientium  negotium  fuit  populum 
in  religionibus  fallere,  &  in  eo  ipfo  non  folum 
colere,  fed  imitari  etiam  Daemones,  quibus  ma 
xima  eft  fallendi  cupiditas.  Sicut  enim  Daemones 
nifi  eos  quos  fallendo  deceperint,  pofiidere  non 
poflunt,  fie  et  homines  principes  non  ianejufti, 
fed  Daemonum  fimiles,  ea  quse  vana  effe  nove- 
rant,  religionis  nomine  populis  tanquam  vera  fua- 
debant,  hoc  modo  eos  civili  focietati  velut  ardius 
alligantess. 

And 

8  D*  Civil.  Dei,  iv.  132.  Speaking  of  Parr§,  he  fays,  Si 
contra  prtejudicia  confuetudinit  liber  ejje  poffit,  unum  deum  co- 
lendum  fateretur,  atque  fuaderct ;  0.31.  He  gives  the  follmv- 
ing  Account  of  Seneca,  Sed  ifle  quern  philofophi  quafi  liberum 
fecerunt,  tamen  quia  illuflris  populi  Romani  fenator  erat,  cole, 
bat,  quod  reprehendebat ;  agebat,  quod  arguebat ;  quod  cuU 
pabat,  adorabat :  Quia  videlicet  magnum  aliquid  eum  philofo- 
phia  docuerat,  ne  fuperftitiofus  eflet  in  mundo,  fed  propter  le 
ges  civium  moreique  hominum,  non  quidem  ageret  fingentem 
fcenicum  in  theatre,  fed  imitaretur  in  templo  :  Eo  damnabilius, 
quod  ilia  qua  mendaciter  agebat,  fie  ageret,  ut  cum  populus 
veraciter  agere  exiftimaret.  vi.  i  o.  The  famous  Maxim  of 
Varro  was,  Multa  efle  vera,  quae  non  modo  vulgo  fcire  non  fit 
utile,  fed  etiam  tametfi  falfa  fmt,  aliter  exiftimare  populum 
expediat ;  upon  which  St.  Auftin  obferves,  Hie  certe  totuta 
confilium  prodidit  velut  fapientium,  per  quos  civitates  &  po 
puli  regerentur.  Hoc  tamen  fallacia  miris  modis  maligni  da:- 
mones  deleclantur  :  Qui  &  deceptores  &  deceptos  pariter  poifi- 
dent :  L.  iv.  3 1 .  The  learned  Bent  ley,  referring  to  this  very 

Paflage  of  Varro,  fays,  "  this  is  flat  and  plain  P  riejlcraft  .> - 

"  St.  Auftin  preffes  hard  upon  Varro,  for  glozing  and  footh- 
*'  ing  the  Civil   Religion  contrary  to  his  o*ivn  Sentiments  and 

"  Conscience.' The  Chriftian  Father  fpeaks  home,  and  con- 

;c  demns  the  civil  Theology  equally  with  the  poetical  j  but 
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And  now,  to  ufe  the  Doctor's  own  Words^ 
tc  Do  not  thefe  PafTages  give  us  an  Idea  of  the 
"  old  Philofophers,  as  a  Pack  of  ftrange  People 
"  believing  one  thing  and  fpeaking  another  ?  Do 
*c  they  not  treat  them  as  grofs  Liars,  fo  infmcere, 
"  fo  difhoneft,  fo  impofing  on  the  People,  that, 
"  were  any  Man  to  act  fuch  a  Part  now,  he 
"  would  be  condemned  as  guilty  of  the  wick edeft 
ct  Craft,"  &V.  However  the  Doctor,  with  his 
ufual  Gravity,  allures  us,  that  the  Fathers  have 
not  charged  the  Philofophers  with  thefe  Vices. 
But  here,  in  'the  Name  of  Sincerity ,  for  at  leaft 
he  will  allow  us  the  Name,  let  me  afk  him  what 
he  was  thinking  of  when  he  gave  us  this  Account 
of  the  Fathers  ?  Did  he  know  he  was  impofing 
on  his  Reader,  or  did  he  not  ?  Thefe  are  trite 
Qiieftions.  They  have  been  often  afked  on  the 
Jike  occafion.  The  more  is  the  Pity.  But  I  have 
never  heard  an  Anfwer  to  them  confident  either 
with  the  Honour  or  Credit  of  thofe  moft  con 
cerned  to  give  it. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  Philofophers,  in  thefe 
Paflfages,  are  fuppofed  to  have  two  Doctrines,  one 
for  the  People,  and  the  other  for  themfelves  -9 
and  this  is  all  that  Mr.  W.  meant  when  he  charged 
them  with  the  Practice  of  the  double  Doctrine. 

"  the  learned  Pagan,  who  was  himfelf  a  Minifter  of  State,  and 
•'  fearful  of  giving  Offence,  ufed  great  Re/erve  and  Dijfimu- 
"  lation ;  and  tho'  in  many  things  he  corrected  the  public 
**  Superftition,  in  the  main  ht  fixed  and  promoted  it ;  not  that 
*'  hebimfelfivasfuperftiticus."'  Remarks  on  a  Difcourfe  of 
Free  thinking,  part  ii.  p.  60. 

However  tender  Dr.  Sykes  may  be  of  his  Philofophers  on 
this  occafion,  he  does  not  fcruple  in  other  Places  to  brand  its 
Practice  in  the  manner  it  deferves ;  p.  244.  he  gives  it  the 
plain  Names  of  Knavery  and  Forgery.  Thus  the  very  fame 
Practice  is  laudable  and  innocent,or  bafe  and  infamous,  merely 
as  the  Bujinefs  ofanfwering  requires. 

4  Bur, 
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But,  without  any  Regard  to  the  Authority  oF 
the  Fathers,  let  the  Doctor  tell  us,  whether  there 
are  not  fome  SMALL  Marks  of  Diffimulation  and 
Hypocrify  in  the  Conduct  of  thefe  ancient  Sages. 
It  is  a  known  and  allowed  Fact  that  they  every 
where  faw  through  the  Forgery  and  Cheat  of  the 
popular  Religion  ;  and  yet  it  is  certain  they  every 
where  comply  with  the  eftablifhed  Rites,  and  re 
commend  aSubmiffion  to  them  to  every  body  elfe : 
And  was  not  this  downright  Prieftcraft  ?   Such 
however  were  the  Men,    for  whole  Credit  the 
Doctor  feems  to  be  fo  extremely  anxious  ;  and 
with  whofe  Morality  the  good  old  Gentleman  Mr. 
P.  is  fo  deeply  fmitten.  I  readily  allow  that  there 
are  feveral  as  tine  Precepts  of  Morality  delivered  in- 
the  Writings  of  thefe  ancient  Sages,  as  in  thofe 
of  the  modern  Advocates  for  Sincerity.     But  the 
Doctor  was  a  little  miftaken,  when  he  thought: 
their  Practice  would  fet  them  off.     The  Truth 
is,  that  the  Comment  difgraced  the  Text  :  and.- 
{hewed   they  had  no   more   Sincerity  than,  juft 
ierved  them  to  talk  of  •,  Sincerity  in  Speculation, 
or  which,  in  more  modern  Language,  we  may 
call,  Sincerity  as  fuch.     But  by  the  Surprize  with' 
which  this  Proportion  is  received,  that  the  Phi-, 
iofophers  fpoke  one  thing  while  they  thought  ano 
ther^  we  fee  how  little  the  Doctor  knows  of  the- 
Characters  of  thefe  ancient  Sages,  who  knew  fo 
well  both   how  to  lye  and  fpcak  Truth  .-,  while 
his  awkward  and  perverfe  Defenfe  of  them  (hews 
he  knows  not  how  to  do  either  one  or  the  other. 

I  have  gone  through  the  feveral  Articles  which 
I  propofed  to  debate  with  thefe  learned  Writers  : 
If  I  have  any  where  miftaken  their  Meaning  for 
want  of  Attention  (I  am  fure  I  have  no  where 
mifreprefented  it  by  Defign)  I  fhall  be  reacly, 
upon  Con  vision,  to  make  them  all  the  Sacisfac- 
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tion  anck  Amends,  that  they  themfelves  can  re 
quire  :  Ttte  manner  in  which  Mr.  J  has  been 
pleafed  to  purfue  this  Controverfy,  will  fully  ju- 
ilify  any  Freedom  or  Severity  of  ExprefEon, 
which  my  own  neeeffary  Defence,  and  Candour 
ill-returned,  have/ in  this  laft  Edition,  extorted 
from  me.  But  ai  the  fame  time  that  I  thus  repel 
what  is  offenfive,  far  be  it  from  me  to  complain. 
Nature,  Tkriow,  has  given  to  every  Creature  its 
proper  Arms,  and  fhewn  their  proper  Ufe. 

Its.  Mred  Pow'r  to  hurt  each  Creature  feels : 
Bulls  aim  their  Horns ,  andAffes  lift  their  Heels. 

'Thus  fome  Writers  reafon,  as  Dr.  Clarke ;  while 
others,  again,  rail  like  Mr.  Jackfon.  And  we 
ought  not  to  complain  of  what  neither  of  them 
could  help.  As  for  that  ftale  Suggeftion,  always 
at  hand  when  every  thing  elfe  fails,  that  thefe 
Sheets,  flight  and  trivial  as  they  are,  are  not  my 
own,  he  might  fafely  make  it  without  any  Fear 
of  Recrimination.  For  he  (lamps  upon  his  own 
fuch  indelible  Marks  of  Property,  that,  as  no 
other  Man  would  chufe  the  Repute  of  them,  fb 
no  Man  can  pofiibly  miftake  in  afcribing  them  to 
their  proper  Parent. 

Upon  the  Whole,  I  am  far  from  any  Thought 
of  depreciating  the  Merit,  or  undervaluing  the 
Syftems  of  the  old  Philofophers.  I  have  only 
produced  a  few  plain  Faffs,  fupported  by  clear 
and  exprefs  Evidence  -,  and  as  to  the  Confequence, 
let  the  Makers  and  the  Menders  of  Hypothefes 
look  to  that.  I  fixed  upon  the  particular  Points 
here  debated,  becaufe  I  thought  the  true  dating 
of  them  might  be  of  Service  to  theCaufe  of  Chri- 
ftianity.  -  For  if  the  Philofophers  ran  into  thefe 
extravagant  and  abfurd  Notions  concerning  the 
Soul  and  a  future  State  •,  if  their  favourite  Doctrine,. 
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on  thefe  very  important  Points,  was  fo  flagitious 
and  deftruftive  of  all  Morality,  that  they  did  not 
dare  to  impart  it  to  the  People  ;  this  will  furely 
vindicate  all  St.  Paul  has  faid  of  them,  and  at  the 
fame  time  will  ferve  to  demonftrate  the  Ufefulnefs 
and  Neceffity  of  the  Chriftian  Revelation.  "  It  is 
"  a  very  ftrong  Proof  of  the  Neceffity  of  the  Gof- 
"  pel  of  Jefus*  that  the  Sages  of  Greece,  with 
"  whom  all  the  Wifdom  of  the  World  was  fup- 
cc  pofed  to  be  depofited,  had  philofophized  them- 
"  ielves  out  of  one  of  the  moft  evident  and  ufe- 
"  ful  Truths,  \vith  which  Mankind  is  concerned, 
"  Nor  need  we  feek  any  other  Juftification  of  the 
"  Severity  with  which  the  holy  Apoftles  always 
"  fpeak  of  the  Philofophers  or  Philofophy  of 
"  Greece,  than  this,  the  fhewing  it  was  directed 
*' again  ft  thefe  pernicious  Principles ;  and  not, 
"  as  both  Deifts  and  Fanatics  have  concurred  to 
*'  reprelent  it,  a  Condemnation  of  human  Learn- 
"  ing  in  general"  Mr.  Warburton's  Remarks  * 
parti,  pag,  31. 
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CH  A  P.  I.  p.  6,  I.  37.  for  they  will  fay,  read 
he  will  fay. 

P.  7.  ^//<?r  /.  22.  W4,  But  for  a  fuller  Explana 
tion  of  this  Argument,  I  mud  refer  the  Reader 
to  Chap.  XIII.  Sea.  3. 

P.  1 1 .  /.  1 6.  for  Heaven^  read  the  Heavens. 

P.  14,  /.  37. /0r  doubful  nW  doubtful. 

jP.  1 6.  /.  i  i.  /0r  ilipperty  read  flippery. 

Ibid.  L  14.  for  Epicharmus  read  Empedocles. 

Ibid.  /.  29.  ra&/  OT  NOMIZONTES. 

Ibid.  L  33.  #4/J,  However,  whether  Plutarch  be 
confident  with  himfelf  or  no,  is  of  very  little 
.  Confequence  to  the  Argument  I  am  here  upon: 
If  he  be -not,  his  Teftimony  will  furnim  us  with 
nothing  decifive  in  the  prefent  Instance  ;  it  will 
make  as  much  againil  Mr.  J.  in  one  Cafe,  as 
it  makes  for  him  in  the  other. 

P.  18.  after  L  7.  add,  Thefe  Teftimonies  are 
brought  only  to  prove,  that  he  fometimes  fpeaks 
of  a  future  State  with  Diffidence  and  Doubt. 

P.  20.  /.  36,  read  thus.  '"  Senfe  of  either  Good 
or  Evil." "  Death  is  the  moil,  &V. 

P.  24.  /.  36.  read  Xyl.  Ed.  p.  109. 

P.  3.0.  /.  17.  dele  indeed. 

P.  33.  /.  27,  28,  read9  For  if  it  had  been  reafon- 
able  that  the  State  and  Condition  of  Things 
ihould  have  been  difpofed  otherwife,  it  would 
have  been  poflible. 

p-  33-  /•  33-  for  ?&§£  read  Pages. 

/>.  36.  /.  20.  for  this  Dodrine  read  the  double 
Dodrine, 
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Cb.  ii.-  p.  46.  L  12. ,  read  de  Caftris. 
•Ibid.  L'l^rcad  Vivite. 

48, -after  L  19.  add,-  For  that  thefe  lad  were 
unknown  to  the  People,  is  the  very  Principle 
advanced  by  the  Gentleman  himfelf  in  hisfirft 
Piece. 

P.  50.  /.  24.  for  Words  read  Word. 

P.  52.  /.  38.  read  Ficin. 

P*  53- 1-  35*for  anfvver  read  attack. 

Chap.  IV.  'p.  69.  /.  25.  read  accidentally. 

Ibid.  Loft  Line,  read  this  Doctrine. 

Chap.  V.  p.  8 1.  /.  37,   38.  read  But  who  ever 
thought  thefe  two  Accounts  were  inconfiftent 
.  with  each  other ;  or  that  they  related  to  two 
contrary  and  diftinct  States  ? 

P.  84.  7.  10.  add,  as  having  nothing  to  hope  or 
fear  from  God. 

P.  105.7.  24,  25,  26.  <c  Seneca,  the  Stoic,  has 
"  a  remarkable  PalTage  to  this  Purpofe,  which 
"  illuflrates  thztof  Cbryfippus."  N.B.  Tbefe 
are  the  Words  of  the  Author  here  quoted. 

P.  117.  /.  24.  read  and  of  Water,  to  water. 

Chap.  VI.  p.  129.  /.  1 8.  read,  lex  univerfi  jubet. 

Ibid.  I.  26,  27,  28.  Thefe  Pafifages  may  be  feen, 
.c.l  p.  29,  30,  31,  32. 

P.  30.  /.  iS.for  thisDo&rine  read  theDoftrine. 

P.  131.  /.  19.  for  from  Chryfippus  read  with  re 
gard  to  Qhryfippus. 

Ibid.  /.  28.  for  Excufe  read  Caufe. 

P.  132,  *//*r  /.  38.  *<W,  WhatI  would  infer  from 
this  PafTage  of  Plutarch,  is,  that  Chryfippus  did 
fometimes  explode  all  future  Puniflaments  what- 
fbever ;  and  that  tlierefore  he  did  not  declare 
for  a  future  State  in  fo  confront  and  uniform  a 
manner  as  our  Author  has  ventur'd  to  affirm. 

P,  135.  7.27.  dele  i. 
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Ibid.  1.2$,  30.  "  he  further  reflrains  it  to  the  'Gnek 
Pbilofopbsrs"  It  was  necefTary  to  make  this 
Obfcrvation,  becaufe  Mr.  J.  aflerts  that  a  fu 
ture  State  was  believed  *6  by  the  Egyptian  and 
«  Chaldean  Pbilofopbers."  (Farther  Defence 
p.  1 2)  But  why  this  to  the  Author  of  the  D.  L.  ? 
where  has  Mr.  W.  affirmed  that  thefe  ancient 
Sages  did  not  believe  it  ?  or  what  have  they  to 
do  in  a  Queftion  which  relates  only  to  the  old 
Philofophers  of 'Greece?  It  is  to  the  metaphyfical 
and  refined  Notions  of  thefe  Jaft  concerning  God 
and  the  human  Soul,  that  Mr.  W.  imputes  the 
Difbelief  of  another  Life.  As  for  the  Romans, 
it  was  very  late  before  they  began  to  philofo- 
phize  ;  and  when  they  did,  their  main  Bufi- 
nefs  was  only  to  teach  and  explain  the  Syftm  of 
the  Greeks. 

P.  138.  /.  32.  for  "  Hope  for  another"  read, 
"  Hope  from  another.9* 

P.  145,  /.  5.  after  Sentiments  add  in  them. 

P.  149.  /.  21.  dele  PafTage. 

P.  151.  /.  30.  ready  as  Cbryfippus  and  Antoninus 
exprefs  it. 

P.  1 54.  /.  25.  add,  Obferve  here  how  uniform  and 
confident  our  Author  is  in  his  Accounts  of  the 
old  Syftems.  In  his  laft  Piece  he  affirms  that 
"  the  Denial  of  the  Refurreclion  of  the  Body 
ic  arofe  out  of  the  Gentile  Philofophy."  p.  7. 
and  he  produces  this  PafTage  of  Athenago- 
ras,  in  order  to  prove,  that  "  the  Belief  of 
"  the  Refur region  of  the  Body  arofe  frorfi 
"  tfasfam  Gentile  Philosophy? 

P-  155-  ^  3 ->  ^  read,  who  not  only  propflgattd^ 
but  believed. 

Ibid.  L  7.  for  a  be  read  be  a. 

P.  156.  after  L  22.  proceed  tbm,  I  have  exa 
mined  feveral  of  his  Quotations  in  other  Places. 

I  did 
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I  did  not  indeed  propofe  to  confider  every 
fmgle  Paflage  •,  this  would  have  been  unnece{- 
fary  as  he  often  urges  the  Authority  of  the  fame 
Writer  more  than  once  •,  and  what  has  beea 
faid  is  enough  to  fhew  that  we  are  to  expert 
nothing  very  formidable  from  him  on  this 
Point.  I  will  juft  add  one  or  two  more  of  his 
Citations  here.  Celfus  in  Origen  fays,  £«fr. 

P.  157.  /.  20.  add,  but  alfo  becaufe  the  P!a~ 
tonic  Principles^  as  they  might  be  underftood, 
would,,  of  all  others,  ferve  mod  plaufibly  to 
defend  the  Pagan  Polytheifm  and  Idolatry* 

P.  158.  /.  3.  for  as  as  read>  as  a. 

P.  159.  /.  32,  33./<?r  after  what  has  been  fliewn 
to  the  contrary  from  the  beft  Writers  of  An 
tiquity,  read>  without  any  regard  to  what  may 
be  (hewn  to  the  contrary  from  the  beft  Writers 
of  Antiquity. 

Chap.  \ll.p.  162.  /.  31.  for  the  Belief  of  it  de- 
monftratedi  read,  their  Belief  of  it  demon- 
ftrated. 

P.  168.  /.  36,  37.  dele  the  Words  one  of,  and 
ready  has  Mr.  J.  fo  much  as  attempted  to  con 
fute  them  ? 

Chap.  VIII.  p.  173.  /.  10.  read  infmuate. 

Ibid.  L  25.  after  confidered  it  in  that1  View,  add* 
and  that  he  never  undertook  to  demonftrate  that 
the  Philofophers  believed  a  future  State* 

P:  1 86. •/.  i.;fcledri/lotle. 

P.  187.  /.  26.  fordecerpt  read  difcerped. 

Ibid.  L  27.  for  Div.  Leg.  4.  read  Div.  Leg.  3. 

P.  1 88.  /.  32.  for  God  read  the fupreme God, 

P.  190.  /.  24.  laft  Word,  for  that  read  as. 

Chap.  IX.  p.  191.  /.  7.  add,  fo  that  we  fee  as 
to. 

Ibid.  I.  17.  for  this  Cfesrpfcr.  read  thefe  Chapters. 
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Ibid.  L  34.  for  necejjary  to  conclude,  read,  rea- 

fonable  to  conclude. 
P.  192.  /.  9.  read  blended. 
P.  194.  /.  25,  the  Refufion  whether  made  at  or 

after  Death. 

P.  195.7.  38.  dele  the. 
P.  196.  /.  S.for  Head  read  Article. 
P.  199.  /.  3.  read  Chriftiana. 
P.  200.  /.  23,  24.  "  all  their  Prejudice  muft  lie 
"  on  the  other  Side  of  the  Queftion  •, "  I  ap 
ply  this  only  to  Lipfius,  Cafaubon,  Stanhope^ 
and  Dacier. 

P.  201.  /.  36.  dele  And,  read.  Does  he  not,  I  fay, 
contend  that  this  was  the  Language  of  the  My- 
fleries  ? 

P.  202.  /.  31.  read  Myfteries. 
P.  203.  /.  30.  begin  afre/h  Sett  ion  and  read  thus, 
"  And  that  Men  were  there  taught  todi/believe 
"  a  future  State,'*  would  not  any  one  now 
conclude, -&V. 
P.  207.  /.  35.  for  never  would   impart    read 

would  not  readily  impart. 
P.  208.  /.  1 8.  read,  efoteric. 
P.  210.  /,  13.  the  Quotation  ends  with  the  Words, 

lower  Regions. 

Chap.  XII.  p.  219.  /.  10.  dele  all. 
P.  222.  /.  25.  dele  I. 

P.  223.  /.  13.  for  they  r^//  the  Philofophers. 
P.  233.  /.  33.  read)  He  muft  fay,  it  was  a  Fable 

of  their  own. 

P.  244.  /.  i.  after  if  you  did  ?  W*/,  For  are  not  a 
Tranfmigration  with  Punifhment,and  aTranf- 
migration  without  Punimment,  two  different 
Modes  of  the  fame  State  ;  or  do  they  not  re- 
prefent  the  fame  Doftrine  of  Tranfmigration  un 
der  two  different  Views  ? 

Ibid. 


Ibid.  /.  25.  for  and  read  or. 

P.  256.  /.  20.  read  Doctrine. 

P.  258.  /.  25.  The  fecond  Objection  isconfider'd 
at  the  Bottom  of  Page  259. 

P.  262.  /.  22.  read  difmgenuous. 

P.  268.  /.  i.  nWdifcredit. 

/^W.  /.  35>for  them  r&zJ  him. 

P.  269.  /.  38.  for  that  read  than. 

P.  270.  /.  31.  for  they  r<W  lay. 

P.  281.  /.  21,  22,  &c.  Fid.  Sykes's  Examination, 
p,  127. 

P.  287.  /.  24.  read,  turn  we  again  to  our  Do- 
dor,  and  let  us  fee  what  he  has  advanced  in 
Reply  to  this,  in  his  Vindication. 

P.  296.  /.  34.  for  its  raz<^  this. 

Ibid.  I.  36.  The  Doflor,  in  the  Place  referred  to, 
fpeaking  of  the  Hero  Gods,  and  the  Ancients 
who  employed  fo  much  Pains  to  cultivate  and 
promote  their  Worihip,  calls  the  lad  "  kn-a- 
"  vi/h  Inventors >  who  were  refolutely  deter- 
"  mined  at  all  Adventures  to  maintain  their 
"  fuperftitious  Follies  ?"  Again,  fpeaking  of 
this  very  Cafe,  he  declares,  "  that  their  Ad- 
*'  verfaries  had  Truth  on  their  Sides,  and  that 
<c  direft  Knavery  and  Forgery  was  on  the  E- 
"  gyp t MM  Priefts  Side,"  Examination^  p.  243, 
244o 
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